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l. INTRODUCTION

1 On January 17, 2002, Verizon New England Inc., Bdll Atlantic Communications, Inc.
(d/b/aVerizon Long Distance), NYNEX Long Distance Company (d/b/a Verizon Enterprise Solutions),
Verizon Globa Networks Inc., and Verizon Sdect Services Inc. (Verizon) filed this gpplication
pursuant to section 271 of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended, for authority to provide in-
region, interLATA service originaing in the State of Vermont. We grant the gpplication in this Order
based on our conclusion that Verizon has taken the statutorily required steps to open itsloca exchange
marketsin Vermont to competition.

2. This application demondtrates that even in very rurd states, competition in the market
for locd telecommunications can develop. According to Verizon, competing carriersin Vermont serve
approximately 21,500 lines using al three entry paths available under the Act (resdle, unbundled
network elements, and competitor-owned facilities).? Across the State, competitors serve
gpproximately 15,900 lines through resde and gpproximatey 5,600 lines using unbundled network
eements or their own fadilities®

3. We wish to acknowledge the effort and dedication of the Vermont Public Service
Board (Vermont Board). We recognize that in smaler, more rurd states, the section 271 process taxes
the resources of the state commissions, which regulate many vita areas in addition to locd telephone
sarvice. Yet, by diligently and actively conducting proceedings beginning in 1997 to set TELRIC prices,
implement performance measures, develop a Performance Assurance Plan (PAP), and gauge Verizon's
compliance with section 271 of the Act, the Vermont Board has laid the necessary foundation for our

! Werefer to the Communications A ct of 1934, as amended by the Telecommunications Act of 1996 and other

statutes, as the Communications Act, or the Act. See 47 U.S.C. 88 151 et seq. We refer to the Telecommunications
Act of 1996 asthe 1996 Act. See Telecommunications Act of 1996, Pub. L. No. 104-104, 110 Stat. 56 (1996).

2 SeeVerizon Application App. A, Vol. 3, Tab F, Declaration of PaulaL. Brown (Verizon Brown Decl.) Attach. 1 at
para. 3.

¥ Verizon Brown Decl. Attach 1 at para. 6.
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review and approva. We are confident that the Board' s fforts, which made it possible for usto grant
this gpplication, will reward Vermont consumers by making increased competition in
telecommunications possble in the Sate.

. BACKGROUND

4, In the 1996 amendments to the Communications Act, Congress required that the BOCs
demonstrate compliance with certain market-opening requirements contained in section 271 of the Act
before providing in-region, interLATA long distance service. Congress provided for Commission
review of BOC gpplications to provide such service in consultation with the affected state and the
Attorney Generd.*

5. Werdy heavily in our examination of this gpplication on the work completed by the
Vermont Board. Beginning in 1995, the Vermont Board conducted its own proceeding to require
unbundling of network eements and combinations of network elements® The Vermont Board dso
conducted a series of pricing proceedings to set the rates for those dements® In July 1999, the
Vermont Board opened a proceeding to adopt performance measures for usein Vermont, and in
December 2001 the Vermont Board adopted the New Y ork Commission’s guideines with minor
modifications.” Verizon must amend its Vermont guiddines within 30 days to conform to any changes
that the New Y ork Commission requires?®

6. On August 7, 2001, Verizon formaly asked the Vermont Board to consider whether
Verizon is complying with the requirements of section 271.° The Vermont Board opened a docket to
consider Verizon'srequest, and conducted a comprehensive evauation of Verizon's compliance with
section 271. The Vermont Board accepted comments, declarations, exhibits, and briefs of al interested
parties, and also conducted five days of evidentiary hearings.™® On completion of its proceeding, the

*  The Commission has summarized the relevant statutory framework in prior orders. See, e.g., Joint Application

by SBC Communications Inc., Southwestern Bell Tel. Co., and Southwestern Bell Communications Services, Inc.,
d/b/a Southwestern Bell Long Distance for Provision of In-Region, InterLATA Servicesin Kansas and Oklahoma,
Memorandum Opinion and Order, 16 FCC Rcd 6237, 6241-42, paras. 7-10 (2001) (SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order),
aff'd in part, remanded in part sub nom. Sprint Communications Co. v. FCC, 274 F.3d 549 (D.C. Cir. 2001) (Sprint v.
FCC); Application by Bell Atlantic New York for Authorization Under Section 271 of the Communications Act to
Provide In-Region, InterLATA Service in the Sate of New York, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 15 FCC Rcd 3953,
3961-63, paras. 17-20 (1999) (Bell Atlantic New York Order), aff' d sub nom. AT& T Corp. v. FCC, 220 F.3d 607 (D.C.
Cir. 2000).

5

See Vermont Board Comments App. B.

®  Seeid. Thehistory of UNE pricing in Vermont is set forth in more detail infra part 111.B.1.a

" SeeVerizon Application App. |, Tab 3, Vermont PSB, Investigation into the Establishment of Wholesale Service
Quality Standards for Providers of Telecommunications Services. Phase | (standards), Order Approving Carrier to

Carrier Standards, Docket No. 6255 (Dec. 12, 2001) (Vermont PSB Performance Measures Order); Verizon Application
App. L, Tab 11, State of New Y ork Public Service Commission Order Modifying Existing and Establishing Additional

Inter-Carrier Service Quality Guidelines (Oct. 29, 2001) (New Y ork PSC October Order).

8 See Vermont PSB Performance Measures Order at 3.
®  SeeVermont Board Comments at 4.

0 Seeid. at 4-5.
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Vermont Board sent aletter to Verizon expressing its conclusion that “Verizon VT has taken the
appropriate steps to open the loca exchange and exchange access markets in Vermont to competition
in accordance with standards set forth in the Act.”* The Board' s recommendation, however, was
conditioned on Verizon taking severd actions, including lowering its nonrecurring charges for DSL
ingdlation and indituting a document retention policy relating to wholesde billing disputes™ In this
proceeding, the Vermont Board filed a more detailed recommendation, in which it “supports Verizon's
gpplication under Section 271 of the Communications Act for authority to provide in-region inter-LATA
sarvice”® The Board expresdy finds, in addition, that “Verizon has dready complied with dl of the
conditions that were imposed by this Board.”*

7. The Department of Justice filed its recommendation on February 21, 2002.* We note,
sgnificantly, that the Department of Justice recommends gpprova of Verizon's application for section
271 authority in Vermont, stating thet:

Although there is Sgnificantly less competition to serve resdentid
customers [than business customers], the Department does not believe
there are any materia non-price obstacles to competition in Vermont
creeted by Verizon. Verizon has submitted evidence to show that its
Vermont OSS are the same as those that the Commission found
satisfactory in Massachusetts. Moreover, the record indicates few
complaints regarding Verizon's Vermont OSS.

While the Department of Justice does not believe that there exist non-price obstacles to competitionin
Vermont, “[t]he Department urges the Commission to look carefully & . . . commentsin determining
whether Verizon's prices are cost-based.”

1. PRIMARY ISSUESIN DISPUTE

8. Asin recent section 271 orders, we will not repeat here the andytica framework and
particular legd showing required to establish compliance with every checklist item. Rather, werdy on
the legd and analytica precedent established in prior section 271 orders, and we attach comprehensive
gppendices containing performance data and the statutory framework for evaluating section 271

' Verizon Application App. L, Tab 21, Letter from Vermont Public Service Board to V. Louise McCarren, President

& CEO, Verizon New England, Inc., Application of Verizon New England Inc., d/b/a Verizon Vermont, for a
Favorable Recommendation To Offer Inter LATA Service under 47 U.S.C. 271, PSB Docket No. 6533, at 2 (Jan. 16,
2002) (Vermont PSB Section 271 Approval Letter).

2 Seeid. at 3-5.

¥ Vermont Board Comments at 36.

4 Vermont Board Comments at 4.

> Section 271(d)(2)(A) requires us to give “ substantial weight” to the Department’s evaluation. 47 U.S.C.
§ 271(d)(2)(A).

1 Department of Justice Evaluation at 5-6 (footnotes omitted).

" 1d. at 6-7 (footnote omi tted).



Federal Communications Commission FCC 02-118

gpplications.®® Our conclusonsin this Order are based on performance data as reported in carrier-to-
carrier reports reflecting service in the most recent months before filing (September 2001 through
January 2002).*

0. Wefocusin this Order on the issues in controversy in the record. Accordingly, we
begin by addressing whether the application qualifies for consderation under section 271(c)(1)(A)
(Track A) and checkligt item two (unbundled network elements, or UNES). Next, we address checklist
items one (interconnection), four (unbundled local loops), five (trangport), and thirteen (reciprocal
compensation). The remaining checklist items are discussed briefly. We find, based on our review of
the evidence in the record, that Verizon satisfies dl the checklist requirements.

A. Section 271(c)(1)(A)

10.  Inorder for the Commission to approve aBOC' s gpplication to provide in-region,
interLATA sarvices, aBOC must first demonsgtrate thet it satisfies the requirements of either section
271(c)(1)(A) (Track A) or section 271(c)(1)(B) (Track B).* To meet the requirements of Track A, a
BOC must have interconnection agreements with “one or more unaffiliated competing providers of
telephone exchange service . . . to resdentid and business customers.”® The Commission has further
held that a BOC must show that at least one “competing provider” condtitutes “an actua commercia
dternative to the BOC,”# which a BOC can do by demongrating that the provider serves “more than a
de minimis number” of subscribers® The Commission has interpreted Track A not to require any

8 Appendices B (Vermont Performance Data), C (Massachusetts Performance Data), and D (Statutory
Requirements); see Application by Verizon New England Inc., Bell Atlantic Communications, Inc. (d/b/a Verizon
Long Distance), NYNEX Long Distance Company (d/b/a Verizon Enterprise Solutions), Verizon Global Networks
Inc., and Verizon Select Services Inc., for Authorization To Provide In-Region, InterLATA Servicesin Rhode Island,
Memorandum Opinion and Order, 17 FCC Red 3300, Apps. B, C, and D (2002) (Verizon Rhode Island Order); Joint
Application by SBC Communications Inc., Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, and Southwestern Bell
Communications Services, Inc., d/b/a Southwestern Bell Long Distance Pursuant to Section 271 of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 To Provide In-Region, Inter LATA Servicesin Arkansas and Missouri, 16 FCC Red
20719, Apps. B, C, and D (SWBT Arkansas/Missouri Order); Application of Verizon Pennsylvania Inc., Verizon
Long Distance, Verizon Enterprise Solutions, Verizon Global Networks Inc., and Verizon Select Services Inc. for
Authorization To Provide In-Region, InterLATA Servicesin Pennsylvania, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 16 FCC
Red 17419, 17508-545, Apps. B and C (2001) (Verizon Pennsylvania Order).

¥ We examine data through January 2002 because they describe performance that occurred before comments were

due in this proceeding on February 6, 2002. See Application by SBC Communications Inc., Southwestern Bell
Telephone Company, and Southwestern Bell Communications Services, Inc., d/b/a Southwestern Bell Long
Distance Pursuant to Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 To Provide In-Region, InterLATA
Services in Texas, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 15 FCC Rcd 18354, 18372, para. 39 (2000) (SWBT Texas Order).

% 47U.SC. §271(c)(D).

2 1d. §271(c)(1)(A).
% Application by SBC Communications Inc., Pursuant to Section 271 of the Communications Act of 1934, as
amended, To Provide In-Region, Inter LATA Services in Oklahoma, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 12 FCC Red
8685, 8695, para. 14 (1997) (SWBT Oklahoma Order).

% 9WBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 15 FCC Red at 6257, para. 42; see also Application of Ameritech Michigan
Pursuant to Section 271 of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended, To Provide In-Region, InterLATA
Services in Michigan, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 12 FCC Red 20543, 20585, para. 78 (1997) (Ameritech
Michigan Order).
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particular level of market penetration, however, and the D.C. Circuit has affirmed that the Act “imposes
no volume requirements for satisfaction of Track A.”*

11.  Weconcludethat Verizon satisfies the requirements of Track A in Vermont. Verizon
relies on interconnection agreements with SoVerNet, Z-Tel, and Addphiain support of its Track A
showing, and we find that each of these carriers serves more than ade minimis number of end users
predominantly over its own facilities and represents an “actud commercid dternative’ to Verizonin
Vermont.® Specifically, SoVerNet provides telephone exchange service to both residentia and
business subscribers in Vermont usng UNEs and its own facilities. SoVerNet is expanding its footprint
in the state with additiona collocation arrangements, and is actively pursuing new customers through
advertisng and marketing.”® Z-Te provides servicesto resdentid subscribers over the UNE-
Patform.” Adedphia the largest facilities-based competitive provider in Vermont, serves business
cusomers usng UNEs and its own facilities® Competitors have penetrated the business market to a
notable extent, consdering Vermont’ s largdly rurd nature. While there is less facilities- based
competition for resdentid customers than for business customers, the leve of facilities-based
competition in the resdentid market is comparable to other largely rurd states where the Commission
has granted section 271 authority, and, in any event, satisfies the minimum requirements of Track A.%

12. Wedisagree with commenters who contend that the generdly low levels of residentia
fadilities-based competition in Vermont must result in afinding that Verizon does not meet the
requirements of Track A.* Sprint, for example, argues that the generdly low levels of resdentid
fadilities-based competition mean that the carriers described above are not “competing providers.”

# gprintv. FCC, 274 F.3d 549, 553-54 (D.C. Cir. 2001); see also SBC Communications Inc. v. FCC, 138 F.3d 410, 416
(D.C. Cir. 1998) (“Track A does not indicate just how much competition a provider must offer in either the business or
residential markets beforeit is deemed a‘ competing’ provider.”).

*  SWBT Oklahoma Order, 12 FCC Red at 8695, para. 14.

% \erizon Application at 8-9; Verizon Brown Decl. Attach. 1 (citing confidential portion) para. 28; Letter from

Richard T. Ellis, Director - Federal Affairs, to William Cannon [sic], Acting Secretary, Federal Communications
Commission, CC Docket No. 02-7 (filed Feb. 11, 2001) (Verizon Feb. 11 Ex Parte Letter) (citing confidential portion).
Initscommentsin this proceeding, SoVerNet confirmed and slightly augmented V erizon’ s estimate of its facilities-
based residential end user count. See SoVerNet Commentsat 3.

" Verizon Brown Decl. Attach 1 (citing confidential portion) para. 30.

% Verizon Application at 8-9; Verizon Brown Decl. Attach. 1 (citing confidential portion) para. 23; Verizon Feb. 11

Ex Parte Letter (citing confidential portion). Verizon arguesthat Adel phia also serves some residential customers.
Adelphia, however, argues that those lines, which serve senior living centers and more closely resemble a shared
tenant service, or which serve small businesses where the businessislocated at the owner’ s home, should not be
counted asresidential. See Adelphia Comments at 2; Adelphia Reply at 2. We need not resolve this question
because we find that even excluding from our analysis these disputed customers, Verizon satisfies the requirements
of Track A because SoVerNet and Z-Tel each serve a sufficient number of residential customers.

#  See SWBT Arkansas/Missouri Order, 16 FCC Red at 20778-80, paras. 117-21; SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16
FCC Rcd at 6256-59, paras. 40-44.

¥ Sprint Comments at 9-10; SoVerNet Comments at 3.

¥ Sprint Comments at 10.
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Congress specificdly declined to adopt a volume requirement, market share, or other smilar test for
BOC entry into long distance, and, as stated above, we find that each of the carriers described above
isectively providing fadilities-based service to more than a de minimis number of customers.

B. Checklist Item 2 — Unbundled Network Elements
1 Pricing of Unbundled Network Elements
a. Background

13.  Checkligt item two of section 271 states that a BOC must provide “nondiscriminatory
access to network elementsin accordance with sections 251(c)(3) and 252(d)(1)” of the Act.* Section
251(c)(3) requires incumbent LECs to provide “ nondiscriminatory access to network elements on an
unbundled basis a any technicaly feasible point on rates, terms, and conditions that are just, reasonable,
and nondiscriminatory.”** Section 252(d)(1) requires that a state commission’s determination of the just
and reasonable rates for network elements shall be based on the cost of providing the network
eements, shdl be nondiscriminatory, and may include a reasonable profit.* Pursuant to this statutory
mandate, the Commission has determined that prices for unbundled network elements (UNES) must be
basad on the tota eement long run incrementd cost (TELRIC) of providing those e ements®

14.  Although the U.S. Court of Appedsfor the Eighth Circuit stayed the Commisson’s
pricing rulesin 1996 and vacated them in 1997,* the U.S. Supreme Court restored the Commission’s
pricing authority on January 25, 1999, and remanded to the Eighth Circuit for congderation of the
merits of the chalenged rules® On remand from the Supreme Court, the Eighth Circuit concluded that,

¥ gprint v. FCC, 274 F.3d at 553-54; Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20585, para. 77. We further
address parties’ arguments regarding the general levels of competition in Vermont in our discussion of the public
interest requirement, infra part VI.

¥ 47U.SC. §271(B)(ii).
¥ 1d. 8 251(0)(3).
®1d. 8§ 252(d)(2).

% |nthe Matter of Implementation of the Local Competition Provisionsin the Telecommunications Act of 1996,

CC Docket 96-98, First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red 15499, 15844-46, paras. 674-79 (1996) (Local Competition Order)
(subsequent history omitted); 47 C.F.R. 88 51.501 et seq. See also Deployment of Wireline Services Offering
Advanced Tel ecommunications Capability, CC Docket No. 98-147, and I mplementation of the Local Competition
Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-98, Third Report and Order and Fourth
Report and Order, 14 FCC Red 20912, 20974, para. 135 (1999) (Line Sharing Order), pets. for review pending sub nom.
USTA, et al. v. FCC, D.C. Cir. No. 00-1012 and consolidated cases (filed Jan. 18, 2000) (concluding that states should
set the pricesfor line sharing as a new network element in the same manner as states set prices for other UNES).

¥ lowa Utils. Bd. v. FCC, 120 F.3d 753, 800, 804, 805-06 (8th Cir. 1997).

¥ AT&Tv. lowa Utils. Bd., 525 U.S. 366 (1999). In reaching its decision, the Court acknowledged that section
201(b) “explicitly grantsthe FCC jurisdiction to make rules governing matters to which the 1996 Act applies.” Id. at
380. The Court determined that section 251(d) provides evidence of an express jurisdictional grant by requiring that
“the Commission [shall] complete all actions necessary to establish regulations to implement the requirementsof this
section.” |d. at 382. The pricing provisions implemented under the Commission’s rulemaking authority, according to
the Court, do not inhibit the establishment of rates by the states. The Court concluded that the Commission has
(continued....)

7
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while aforward-looking cost methodology is an acceptable method for determining codts, certain
gpecific Commission pricing rules were contrary to Congressiond intent.* The Eighth Circuit sayed the
issuance of its mandate pending review by the Supreme Court.* Accordingly, the Commisson’srules
remain in effect for purposes of this gpplication.

15.  The Commission has previoudy held that it will not conduct a de novo review of a
date’ s pricing determinations.* We will not rgect an goplication “because isolated factud findings by a
commission might be different from what we might have found if we were arbitrating the maiter. . . ."*
We will, however, rgect an application if “basic TELRIC principles are violated or the state commission
makes clear errorsin factua findings on matters so subgtantia that the end result fals outside the range
that the reasonable application of TELRIC principles would produce.”*

16. In July 1997, the Vermont Public Service Board (Vermont Board) began what would
become alengthy, two and one haf-year proceeding to set rates for unbundled network elements
(UNEs). Eventhough it had the limited resources typica for many smal states, the Vermont Board
conducted a detailed scrutiny of the many complex issues presented in a UNE rate proceeding,
particularly in light of the lega uncertainties then surrounding the Commission’s TEL RIC methodology.
In July 1997, Verizon filed a Siatement of Generadly Avallable Terms (SGAT) setting the terms,
conditions, and prices for UNEs and cost studies supporting its recurring and nonrecurring rates.”
Those rates took effect in September 1997. Thereafter, in October 1997, Verizon and other parties,
including AT&T, MCI Corporation (now WorldCom), and the Vermont Department of Public Service
(Vermont Department), filed written testimony regarding the rates and cost studies. In December 1997,
the Vermont Board conducted seven days of hearings on recurring costs, with an additional day of
hearingsin April 1998. The Vermont Board aso conducted four days of hearings on nonrecurring costs
inMarch 1998. At the close of the hearings, al parties had an opportunity to file briefs on al cos-

(Continued from previous page)
jurisdiction to design a pricing methodol ogy to facilitate local competition under the 1996 Act, including pricing for
interconnection and unbundled access, as “it is the States that will apply those standards and implement that
methodol ogy, determining the concrete result.” Id.

¥ |owa Utils. Bd. v. FCC, 219 F.3d 744 (8" Cir. 2000), cert. granted sub nom. Verizon Communications, Inc. v. FCC,
531 U.S. 1124 (2001).

“0 Jowa Utils. Bd. v. FCC, No. 96-3321 (8" Cir. Sept. 25, 2000).
“ See App. D, section 1V.B.3, infra.

2 Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4084, para. 244, aff'd, AT& T Corp v. FCC, 220 F.3d at 615-16;
SWBT Kansas /Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Rcd at 6266, para. 59, aff'd, Sprint v. FCC, 274 F.3d at 556 (“When the
Commission adjudicates § 271 applications, it does not — and cannot — conduct de novo review of state rate-setting
determinations. Instead, it makes a general assessment of compliance with TELRIC principles.”); Verizon
Pennsylvania Order, 16 FCC Rcd at 17453, para. 55.

“* Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4084, para. 244, aff'd, AT& T Corp v. FCC, 220 F.3d at 615-16.

“ 1d. Seealso SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6266, para. 59, aff'd, Sprint v. FCC, 274 F.3d at 556;
Verizon Pennsylvania Order, 16 FCC Red at 17453, para. 55.

** Verizon Application at 81; Verizon Application App. A, Vol. 3, Tab D, Joint Declaration of V. Louise McCarren,
Patrick A. Garzillo, and Michael J. Anglin (Verizon McCarren/Garzillo/Anglin Decl.) at 3-4, para. 13.
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related issues.®® On October 15, 1999, a hearing officer issued a Proposa for Decision evauating al
testimony and briefs and recommending various resolutions for the issues raised in the proceedings.”
On February 4, 2000, the Vermont Board issued an order accepting amogt al of the hearing officer’'s
recommendations and formally adopting the TEL RIC methodology.* The Board aso adopted
Verizon's recurring cost mode, with revised inputs, and AT& T’ s competing, nonrecurring cost mode,
with revised inputs® The Board found that Verizon'srates, as modified by the revised inputs
mandated by the Board, complied with basic TELRIC principles® Verizon filed revised rates and cost
studies for recurring charges to comply with the Vermont Board' s order on April 4, 2000, and the
revised rates became effective on June 4, 2000.>" Verizon filed revised rates and cost sudies for
nonrecurring charges to comply with the Vermont Board' s order on May 25, 2000, and they became
effective on August 2, 2000.* The Vermont Board formally adopted the revised rates on August 23,
2000.*

17.  OnAugust 7, 2001, Verizon asked the Vermont Board to determine whether Verizon
met the requirements of section 271 to provide in-region, interLATA servicein Vermont.> The
Vermont Board considered Verizon's request in a separate docket in which it examined the
declaraions, exhibits, briefs, and comments submitted by numerous parties, including the Vermont
Department, AT& T, WorldCom, Sprint, and Adel phia Business Solutions®™  The Vermont Board
conducted five days of hearings for craoss-examination of declarations and exhibits™ According to the

% 1d.; Verizon McCarren/Garzillo/Anglin Decl. at 4, paras. 14-15.

a7

Vermont PSB, Investigation into New England Telephone and Telegraph Company’'s (NET’ s) tariff filing re:
Open Network Architecture, including the unbundling of NET’ s network, expanded interconnection, and
intelligent networksinre: Phasell, Module 2— Cost Studies, Proposal for Decision, Docket No. 5713 (rel. Oct. 15,
1999) (Vermont UNE Rate Proposal for Decision).

8 Vermont PSB, Investigation into New England Telephone and Telegraph Company’s (NET’s) tariff filing re:
Open Network Architecture, including the unbundling of NET’ s network, expanded inter connection, and
intelligent networksinre: Phasell, Module 2— Cost Studies, Order, Docket No. 5713 (rel. Feb. 4, 2000) (Ver mont
UNE Rate Order.)

" See Vermont UNE Rate Proposal for Decision at 14-47, 69-73.
*  Vermont PSB Section 271 Approval Letter at 2; Vermont Board Comments at 27.
1 Verizon Application at 82; Verizon McCarren/Garzillo/Anglin Decl. at 4-5, paras. 16-17.

2 Verizon McCarren/Garzillo/Anglin Dedl. at 5, para. 18.

% Vermont PSB, Investigation into New England Telephone and Telegraph Company’s (NET’s) tariff filing re:

Open Network Architecture, including the unbundling of NET’ s network, expanded interconnection, and
intelligent networksinre: Phasell, Module 2 — Cost Studies, Order, Docket No. 5713 (rel. Aug. 23, 2000). On
October 12, 2000, in a separate docket, the Vermont Board also ordered Verizon to deaverage loop rates. Vermont
PSB, Investigation of Geographically Deaveraged Unbundled Network Prices, Order, Docket No. 6318, (rel. Oct. 12,
2000)(Vermont Loop Deaveraging Order). These deaveraged loop ratestook effect on February 11, 2001. See also
Verizon McCarren/Garzillo/Anglin Decl. at 5-6, para. 21.

% Vermont Board Comments at 4.
*® |d.at4-5.

% |d.at5.
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Vermont Board, “[W]ith minor exceptions, no party raised concern over Verizon's pricing of unbundled
network elements.”™” On January 16, 2002, the Vermont Board found that Verizon satisfied the
requirements of section 271, conditioned on severd changesto Verizon's proposed offerings for Digita
Subscriber Line (DSL) services® Verizon notified the Commission that it had satisfied these conditions
on January 30, 2002.%

b. Discussion

18.  Based on the evidence in the record, wefind that Verizon's Vermont UNE rates are
just, reasonable, and nondiscriminatory as required by section 251(c)(3), and are based on cost plusa
reasonable profit as required by section 252(d)(1). Thus, Verizon's Vermont UNE rates satisfy
checkligt item two. The Commission has previoudy held that it will not conduct a de novo review of a
date' s pricing determinations and will rgject an application only if either “basic TELRIC principlesare
violated or the state commission makes clear errors in factua findings on matters so subgtantia that the
end result fals outside the range that the reasonable application of TELRIC principles would produce.”®

The Vermont Board concluded that Verizon's Vermont UNE rates satisfied the requirements of
checklist item two.** While we have not conducted a de novo review of the Vermont Board' s pricing
determinations, we have followed the urging of the Department of Justice that we examine commenters
complaints regarding UNE pricing.®* After carefully reviewing these complaints, we conclude that the
Vermont Board followed basic TELRIC principles and the complaints do not support afinding that the
Vermont Board committed any clear error. Thus, we conclude that Verizon's Vermont UNE rates
satisy the requirements of checklist item two.

19.  Wecommend the Vermont Board for the prodigious effort of its smal staff to establish
TELRIC-compliant rates and note that its orders in the Vermont UNE rate proceeding correctly apply
basic TELRIC principles. After two and one-half years of discovery, briefings, and hearings, which
included the examination of competing cost sudiesfiled by Verizon and AT& T, the Vermont Board
adopted UNE rates that incorporated many of the TEL RIC-compliant assumptions recommended by
the Vermont Department of Public Service®

¥ d.
% Vermont PSB Section 271 Approval Letter at 2.

*  Letter from Richard T. Ellis, Directo—Federal Affairs, Verizon to Magalie Roman Salas, Secretary, Federal
Communications Commission, CC Docket No. 02-7 (filed Jan. 30, 2002.)

% Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4084, para. 244, aff'd, AT& T Corp. v. FCC, 220 F.3d at 615-16;
SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Rcd a 6266, para. 59, aff'd, Sprint v. FCC, 274 F.3d at 556; Verizon
Pennsylvania Order, 16 FCC Rcd at 17453, para. 55.

. Vermont PSB Section 271 Approval Letter at 2; Vermont Board Comments at 27.

6 Department of Justice Evaluation at 6-7.

% While not specifically addressing pricing issues, we note that the VVermont Supreme Court recently affirmed

Vermont Board decisionsregarding combining UNEs and resale that V erizon had challenged. Petition of Verizon
New England Inc., No. 2000-118, 2002 WL 253771 (Vt. Feb. 22, 2002).
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0] Scope of Review

20.  Ageof Data. Virtudly al pricing complaints from commenters rlae to Verizon's
switching and Daily Usage File (DUF) rates® At the outset we note that, despite the fact that AT& T
and WorldCom participated in the Vermont UNE rate proceeding, many of the problems with
Verizon's switching and DUF rates raised here were never raised in Vermont.* Therefore, on a
number of complex and fact- specific issues, we are being asked to regject the Vermont Board' s factual
findings on cost study inputs on the basis of conflicting assertions by the parties that they did not make in
the Vermont rate proceeding. Previoudy we have explained that our role in considering a section 271
gpplication isto review the record in the state UNE rate proceeding to determine whether the ate
commission correctly gpplied TELRIC principlesin adopting UNE rates and made no clear error which
causestheratesto fal outside areasonable TELRIC range.® While we are not requiring partiesto raise
al pricing issues a the Sate level before raising them in asection 271 proceeding, it is both
impracticable and inappropriate for us to make many of the fact- specific findings the parties seek in this
section 271 review, when many of the Vermont Board' s fact- specific findings have not been chalenged
below.” Aswe have previoudy stated, we cannot conduct a de novo rate proceeding in a section 271
review.® Here, AT&T and WorldCom raise new complaints that they never brought before the
Vermont Board, and have failed to demonstrate that the Vermont Board committed any clear error.®

21. Much of the underpinning of complaintsby AT& T and WorldCom regarding Verizon's
switching rates is that the data underlying the inputs into Verizon's switching cost sudiesisold.® AT&T

% DUFs contain information recorded by the switch during the call that is used to bill customers. Commenters do
not raise substantive concerns regarding Verizon's loop rates or nonrecurring charges. Loop ratesrefer to wholesale
pricesfor the connection from the end user premisesto a Verizon central office. Nonrecurring chargesrefer to one-
time charges for requesting and providing UNEs.

%  Theissuesraised here that were never raised in Vermont include complaints regarding Verizon’s minute-of-use

calculation for spreading its switch investment cost over switch usage, DUF rates, and switching related fill factors.
See Verizon Reply at 11, 10, and 5. See also Letter from Richard T. Ellis, Directo—Federal Affairs, Verizon to William
Caton, Acting Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, CC Docket No. 02-7 (filed March 18, 2002) (Verizon
March 18 Ex Parte Letter).

% Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Rcd at 4084, para. 244, aff'd, AT& T Corp. v. FCC, 220 F.3d at 615-16.
SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Rcd at 6266, para. 59, aff d, Sprint v. FCC, 274 F.3d at 556; Verizon
Pennsylvania Order, 16 FCC Rcd at 17453, para. 55.

" See SWBT Missouri/Arkansas Order, 16 FCC Red at 20754-55, para. 73.

% Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Rcd at 4084, para. 244, aff' d, AT& T Corp. v. FCC, 220 F.3d at 615-16;
SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Rcd at 6266, para. 59, aff d, Sprint v. FCC, 274 F.3d at 556; Verizon
Pennsylvania Order, 16 FCC Rcd at 17453, para. 55.

% Of course, if we note a patent TELRIC error in the course of asection 271 review, we will not ignoreiit simply

because it was not raised before the state commission.

" AT&T makesthis claim regarding Verizon’s switch discount, switch installation and power factors, and DUF

rate. AT& T Commentsat 6, 9-11, 15, 17; AT& T Comments, Declaration of Catherine E. Pitts (AT& T Pitts Decl.) at 3,
para. 5, 5-6, para. 10, 11-12, paras. 21-22; AT& T Comments, Declaration of Michagl Lieberman on behalf of AT& T
Corp. (AT&T Lieberman Decl.) at 11-12, paras. 29-31; AT& T Reply at 4; Letter from Robert W. Quinn, Jr., Vice
President, Federal Government Affairs, AT& T to William F. Caton, Acting Secretary, Federal Communications
Commission, CC Docket No. 02-7 at 6 (filed March 25, 2002) (AT& T March 25 Ex Parte Letter). WorldCom makes this
claim regarding Verizon’s DUF rate. WorldCom Reply at 5.
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and WorldCom do not attack the TELRIC compliance of Verizon's switching cost modd, the Switch
Cost Investment System (SCIS) model developed by Td cordia Technologies (formerly Bellcore) to
assist BOCsin developing their switching costs and resulting rates.™ Instead, AT& T and WorldCom
dispute the inputs Verizon used in running the model to produce switching costs, primarily because of
their age. These dlegedly outdated inputs, according to AT& T and WorldCom, produced switching
rates that are too high to be TELRIC compliant. The evidence shows that the Vermont Board
consdered and addressed concerns regarding the age of the data and, with AT& T’ s support, adopted
asx percent across the board reduction in Verizon's UNE rates, in part to address concerns about the
age of the datain Verizon's cost studies.™

22. Further, the bass of AT& T and WorldCom’s complaints about the age of the datais
that fact that, in more recent rate proceedings in other Verizon states, newer switching cost data and
inputs have resulted in lower switching rates” Despite thisfact, neither AT& T nor WorldCom have
asked the Vermont Board to require Verizon to update the data and inputs for its switching cost sudies.

The Act imposes no obligation on Verizon to update datain Vermont each time it files a newer cost
study in another state, particularly when it has never been asked to do so.

23.  The Commission has recognized that rates may well evolve over time to reflect new
information on cost study inputs and changes in technology, engineering practices, or market
conditions.™ The United States Court of Appedl s for the Digtrict of Columbia Circuit agrees.

[W]e suspect that rates may often need adjustment to reflect newly
discovered informetion. . . . If new information autometically required
regjection of section 271 applications, we cannot imagine how such
applications could ever be gpproved in this context of rapid regulatory
and technological change.”

Further, when the Vermont Board adopted UNE ratesin February 2000, it expresdy recognized that
they might require adjustment in the near future:

[A]ll rates that we set are at once find and interim, since, one, any
change to them must be authorized by Board order and, two, any of

. AT&T disputed the validity of the SCIS model before the Vermont Board, claiming that AT& T’s competing
Hatfield model better predicted switching costs. After careful consideration, the Vermont Board rejected AT&T's
claim, finding that the SCIS model, with adjustments mandated by the Vermont Board, satisfied TELRIC principles.
Vermont UNE Proposal for Decision at 55-56, 58-60; Vermont UNE Rate Order at 88. In contrast, the Vermont Board
adopted AT& T’ s competing model for predicting nonrecurring costs. Vermont UNE Proposal for Decision at 69-73;
Vermont UNE Rate Order at 95.

2 \Jermont UNE Rate Order at 93.

" Thus AT&T and WorldCom continually compare Verizon’s Vermont switching rates to newer ratesin New Y ork

and proposed rates in Massachusetts. See, e.g., AT&T Commentsat 9-10, 15; AT& T Pitts Decl. at 2-3, para 14, 7,
para. 13, 11-12, paras. 21-22; AT& T Reply at 4; AT& T March 25 Ex Parte Letter at 6; WorldCom Commentsat 3, 7;
WorldCom Reply at 2, 4-5.

™ Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red a 4085-86, para. 247.

 AT&T Corp. v. FCC, 220 F.3d a 617.
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them can be changed on a forward-looking basis pursuant to future
Board orders based on an gppropriate record . . .. We recognize,
however, that thiswas in many ways afirg effort . . . and therefore that
the rates that emerge from this docket may have alimited life span. We
fully expect — and encourage — [V erizon, the] Department, and other
interested parties to bring to our atention changes in the industry, new
functiondities, innovative modeling techniques, etc., that may warrant a
reevauation of the prices for wholesale UNEs and services.”

Also in February 2000, the Vermont Board adopted a six percent across-the-board reduction in UNE
rates, in part to compensate for the age of the data.” The Vermont Board aso is consdering its hearing
officer’ s recommendation for atriennia review of UNE rates, which, if adopted, would result in anew
rate proceeding early next year. Wefind, for the reasons explained more fully below, that the new
information on which AT& T and WorldCom rely fails to demongtrate that the Vermont Board
committed any clear error. We further recognize that the Vermont Board has shown its willingness to
update Vermont UNE rates as new information may warrant.

24.  Anocther circumstance unique to the Vermont section 271 gpplication isthat Vermont is
agmdl state with limited resources. The Vermont Board cannot be expected to undertake a continuous
cycle of resource-intengve, full-blown rate proceedings, especialy where no party has sought such a
proceeding. If the parties bring new developments significantly affecting cost study outpuit to the
Vermont Board' s attention, however, it can consider how best to address such issues, which may or
may not require the undertaking of afull, new rate proceeding. Such actions would alow the Vermont
Board to best weigh the significance of commenters concerns against the burdens of afull rate
proceeding without requiring the Vermont Board or smdler competitive LECs with smilarly limited
resources to litigate full rate cases.

25. For these reasons, in the circumstances present here, where AT& T and WorldCom
participated in the Vermont rate proceeding and could have raised their concerns to the Vermont Board
but never did so, the Vermont Board never considered many of the complex and fact- specific questions
presented for the first timein this section 271 proceeding, and commenters have presented no evidence
to usthat adequately demongtrates that the Vermont Board committed a clear error, we decline to
overrule state factua determinations regarding specific cost sudy inputs that are more appropriately
decided in a dtate rate proceeding.”

" Vermont UNE Rate Order at 101.

™ 1d.at 93.

®  Vermont Loop Deaveraging Order at 9.

" Thisholding is consistent with the Commission’ s holding in the Bell Atlantic New York Order where the

Commission deferred to the New Y ork Public Service Commission on afactual dispute regarding the appropriate
switch discount. Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Rcd at 4083-84, para. 242; 4084-85, para. 245, aff'd, AT& T
Corp. v. FCC, 220 F. 2d at 617-18. See also Verizon Rhode Island Order, 17 FCC Red a 3321-22, para43. The parties
then returned to New Y ork with their dispute, which the New Y ork Commission resolved in the competitive LECs
favor, ultimately adopting lower switching rates. New Y ork PSC, Proceeding on Motion of the Commission to
Examine New York Telephone Company’s Rates for Unbundled Network Elements, Case 98-1357, Order on
Unbundled Network Element Rates at 20-32 (rel. Jan. 28, 2002).
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26. Rate Comparisons. AT&T and WorldCom aso dispute the TEL RIC compliance of
specific Vermont switching and DUF rates by claming that they are higher than the comparable New
York rates® We are not examining Verizon's Vermont rates using our benchmark analyss, and an
unfavorable comparison to New Y ork rates, old or new, does not prove that Verizon's Vermont rates
violate TELRIC principles® We have previoudy held that we will not gpply our benchmark andysisto
rgect UNE rates arrived at through a proceeding that correctly applied TELRIC principles® Further,
as both the United States Court of Appealsfor the Digtrict of Columbia Circut and the Commisson
have recognized, “ gpplication of TELRIC principles can result in different rates in different Sates.”

27.  Cost Sudies. AT&T and WorldCom further claim that they cannot adequately
evauate the TELRIC compliance of Verizon's Vermont switching rates because Verizon has not made
its cogt studies available for examination.* During the Vermont rate proceeding, Verizon provided
information regarding the inputs underlying its cost sudiesto the Vermont Board and dl partiesto the
proceeding, including AT& T and WorldCom.® While the hearing officer reviewing Verizon's cost
information expressed regret in his Proposal for Decision that the proprietary nature of the Telcordia
Technologies (now Bellcore) SCIS mode prevented him from more closely examining dl inputs
underlying Verizon's proposed rates® Verizon provided access to the SCIS mode to the Vermont
Department’ s consultant during the Vermont rate proceeding.®” Thus, the Vermont Board determined
that it had sufficient information to find that Verizon's Vermont rates satisfied TELRIC principles®
Sonificantly, AT&T did not seek accessto Verizon's cost studies during the Vermont rate proceeding.®

Further, despite the fact that \Verizon has been supplying far more detail regarding its cost sudiesin

8 See eg., AT&T Commentsat 10; AT& T Pitts Decl. at 2-3, para. 14, 7, para. 13; AT& T Reply at 4; AT& T March
25 Ex Parte Letter at 6; WorldCom Commentsat 3, 7; WorldCom Reply at 2, 4-5.

8 See e.g. Verizon Pennsylvania Order, 16 FCC Red at 17456-57, para. 63; SWBT Missouri/Arkansas Order, 16
FCC Rcd at 20746, para. 56.

8 Verizon Rhode Island Order, 17 FCC Red at 3320, para. 39.
8  AT&T Corp. v FCC, 220 F.3d at 615, upholding Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Rcd at 4084, para. 244.

8  AT&T Commentsat 10; AT& T Pitts Decl. at 3-4, paras. 5-6; Letter from Amy Alvarez, District M anager—Federal
Government Affairs, AT&T to William F. Caton, Acting Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, CC Docket
No. 02-7; Supplemental Declaration of Catherine E. Pitts (AT& T Supplemental Pitts Decl.) at 2-4, paras. 3-7, (filed
March 15, 2002); AT& T March 25 Ex Parte Letter at 2; WorldCom Comments at 5.

% Verizon Reply at App. A, Tab B, Reply Declaration of V. Louise McCarren, Patrick A. Garzillo, and Michael J.
Anglin (Verizon McCarren/Garzillo/Anglin Reply Decl.) at 15, para. 40. Letter from Richard T. Ellis, Directo—Federal
Regulatory, to William Caton, Acting Secretary, Federal Communication Commission, CC Docket No. 02-7 at 3-4 (filed
April 10, 2002) (Verizon April 10 Ex Parte Letter).

% Vermont UNE Rate Proposal for Decision at 23.

8 Letter from Richard T. Ellis, Directo—Federal Affairs, Verizon to William Caton, Acting Secretary, Federal
Communications Commission, CC Docket No. 02-7 (filed March 25, 2002) (Verizon March 25 Ex Parte Letter); Letter
from Richard T. Ellis, Directo—Federal Regulatory, Verizon to William Caton, Acting Secretary, Federal
Communication Commission, CC Docket No. 02-7 at 3-4 (filed April 10, 2002) (Verizon April 10 Ex Parte Letter).

8  Vermont PSB Section 271 Approval Letter at 2; Vermont Board Comments at 27.

8 Verizon March 25 Ex Parte Letter; Verizon April 10 Ex Parte Letter at 3-4.
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more recent rate proceedings and section 271 gpplications, until now AT& T and WorldCom have not
sought such additiond detail for Vermont.® Now that they have sought it here, Verizon has provided
it> AT&T and WorldCom present no evidence here based on Verizon's cost studies that
demongtrates that the Vermont Board committed clear error when it adopted Verizon's UNE rates.

(i) Switching Cost Study Inputs

28. Wenow turnto criticismsby AT& T and WorldCom of specific cost study inputs
underlying the Vermont switching rates.

29. Minute-of-Use Calculation. AT&T and WorldCom contend that \ erizon improperly
derives its per-minute switching rate by spreading its tota switch investment cost over switch usage on
251 business days per year rather than al 365 calendar days per year.”” This practice, according to
AT&T and WorldCom, does not accurately spread switch investment cost over usage for the entire
year, and enables Verizon to recover its switching costs in 251 days, turning any revenue generated on
the remaining 114 days into over recovery.® Thus, according to AT& T and WorldCom, Verizon's
per-minute switching rates over-recover its switch investment costs and are not TELRIC compliant.
Both AT& T and WorldCom assert that Verizon should spread its costs over al 365 days per year.* In
contragt, Verizon contends that it calculates switching costs in this way because it must Sze its switches
to accommodate peak levels of demand.” Verizon further contends that using 365 daysin its
cdculation would “ subgtantidly overstate the number of minutes over which Verizon will be able to
recover switching-related costs and would result in substantial under-recovery of switching
investment.”*

30.  Toexaminethese conflicting assertions, we firgt explain the minute of use caculation.
To deriveits per-minute switching rate, Verizon uses the SCIS modd that it dso uses to determinethe
gzes of the switchesit will need. Verizon first determines a busy hour minute-of-use figure from actud,
measured minutes of use on the busiest hour of abusinessday.”” Verizon then divides the busy hour
minutes of use by the total minutes of use for that business day to derive abusy hour to day ratio

% Verizon March 18 Ex Parte Letter.

8 | etter from Richard T. Ellis, Directo—Federal Affairs, Verizon, to William Caton, Acting Secretary, Federal
Communications Commission, CC Docket No. 02-7 (filed Feb. 26, 2002); Verizon March 18 and March 25 Ex Parte
Letters.

% AT&T Commentsat 15-16; AT&T Pitts Decl. at 12-13, paras. 23-24; AT& T March 25 Ex Parte Leter at 10;
WorldCom Comments at 6-7; WorldCom Reply at 3-4; Letter fromChris Frentrup, WorldCom to William Caton, Acting
Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, CC Docket No. 02-7 (filed March 25, 2002) (WorldCom March 25 Ex
Parte Letter).

93 Id
% AT&T Pitts Decl. at 13, para. 24; WorldCom Comments at 7.
% Verizon Reply at 23; Verizon McCarren/Garzillo/Anglin Reply Decl. at 11, para. 31.

% Verizon McCarren/Garzillo/Anglin Reply Decl. at 12, para. 33; Verizon March 18 Ex Parte Letter; Verizon April 10
Ex Parte Letter at 6.

9 Verizon McCarren/Garzillo/Anglin Reply Decl. at 11-12, paras. 32-33.
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(BHDR). Next Verizon divides the BHDR by 251 to derive a busy hour to annud ratio (BHAR).
Verizon then multipliesthe BHAR by itsinitid invesment per busy hour minutes-of- use figure to derive
per-minute switching investment cog, from which it determines a per-minute switching rate*®

31 Thereis no Vermont rate proceeding record for us to review on thisissue because,
while the Vermont Board adopted switching rates which incorporate this caculation, neither AT& T nor
WorldCom raised this concern in the underlying rate proceeding. Similarly, neither AT& T nor
WorldCom have subsequently asked the Vermont Board to address thisissue® Therefore, we do not
have the benefit of any Vermont Board findings to assst us. While the record here crestes some
question regarding Verizon's practice, it isinsufficient for usto conclude that the Vermont Board
committed error in adopting rates incorporating VVerizon's caculation. Moreover, because of the
complexity of the formula, while fine-tuning might be merited from time to time, the record hereis
insufficient to determine that pecific adjustments are warranted. The SCIS model istoo complex to be
totally reevauated based on an dlegation that oneinput iswrong. 1n the past we have declined such
gngle subdtitutionsin *a complex anayss that does not lend itsdf to Smple arithmetic correction through
the adjusment of asingleinput.”® Here, for example, to determine that it is appropriate to divide the
BHDR by 365 days instead of 251 days to reflect weekend and holiday usage would aso require usto
make corresponding changes to the BHDR to reflect the correct relationship between the busy hour
minutes on a busy day to the busy hour minutes on an average day. The record hereisinsufficient for us
to make such further changes, and they are precisdy the kind of fact-pedific findings that are best made
by the gate commission as an initid matter.'”* The Vermont Board has expressed awillingnessto
consder the effect of developmentsin, among other things, modeling techniques, when parties bring
them to its attention. In particular, the Vermont Board noted that the proceeding adopting Verizon's
switching rates was “in many ways afirs effort . . . and therefore that the rates that [emerged] from
[thet] docket may have alimited life gpan.”*** Accordingly, we find that the Vermont Board committed
no error with regard to this input on this record.*®

32. Intraswitch Calls. WorldCom clamsthat Verizon's switching rates are not TELRIC
compliant because Verizon charges for both originating and terminating minutes of use on intraswitch

% d.
% Verizon McCarren/Garzillo/Anglin Reply Decl. at 11, para. 30; Verizon April 10 Ex Parte Letter at 6.

1% Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4085, para. 245, aff' d, AT& T Corp. v. FCC, 220 F.3d at 617. See
also, Sprint v. FCC, 274 F.3d at 559.

%0 Further, the positions asserted by AT& T and WorldCom have evolved on thisissue, and they have sometimes
made inconsistent statements regarding the appropriate adjustment. See, e.g., New Y ork PSC, Proceeding on Motion
of the Commission to Examine New York Telephone Company’ s Rates for Unbundled Network Elements, Case 98-
1357, Order on Unbundled Network Element Rates at 38 (rel. Jan 28, 2002); WorldCom March 25 Ex Parte Letter; New
Jersey BPU, Review of Unbundled Network Elements, Rates, Terms, and Conditions of Bell Atlantic New Jersey,
Inc., Docket No. TO00060356, Decision and Order at 122 (rel. March 6, 2002). Seealso AT& T’ s assertion, without
factual support, that in Vermont it is likely that weekend and holiday call volumes are the same as business day call
volumes dueto Internet usage. AT& T March 25 Ex Parte Letter at 10.

102 \/ermont UNE Rate Order at 101.

1% We do not address whether we would reach a different conclusion based on different evidence presented in a
different section 271proceeding.
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cdls® WorldCom did not raise thisissue in the Vermont rate proceeding, waiting to argue the question
during the Vermont Board' s consderation of Verizon's section 271 gpplication. WorldCom falled to
provide evidence sufficient to demondrate that Verizon should change its practice, and, therefore, the
Vermont Board declined to require Verizon to do s0.'” The record here is dso insufficient for usto
answer such afact-specific question, which, as discussed above, is best resolved in a sate rate
proceeding rather than a section 271 review. Whether or not recovery of both originating and
terminating minutes of use on intraswitch cdlsisaviolation of TELRIC principlesor clear error isa
guestion that turns on whether the practice isincons stent with how the BOC derives the rates for these
minutes of use. WorldCom has not demonstrated such an inconsistency here, and has not shown that
the Vermont Board committed clear error by alowing Verizon to charge an ingppropriate rate. Indeed,
in rate proceedings where this issue was fully litigated, state commissons have reached different
conclusons on whether or not to alow charging for originating and terminating minutes of use on
intraswitch cals'® Thus, WorldCom has made no demonstration that the Vermont Board committed
clear error when it alowed Verizon to charge for originating and terminating minutes of use on
intraswitch calls. We do not address here whether, on the basis of different evidence, we would reach a
different concluson when congdering a different section 271 application.

33.  Switch Discounts. The Vermont Board required Verizon to assume that Verizon
would receive only the larger discounts that switch vendors offer on new switches (100 percent new
switch discount), rather than any mix of larger new switch discounts and smaler discounts offered for
growth additions to exiting switches'™ AT&T clamsthat if Verizon had properly applied the 100
percent new switch discount when it filed new rates to comply with the Vermont Board' s February
2000 UNE Rate Order, Verizon's switching rates would be lower than New Y ork switching rates®
AT&T concedes that Verizon's Vermont switch invesment per line decreased subgtantialy from $400
to $160, but complains that the $160 figure is till too high because New Y ork switch investment per
lineis$105."” According to the Commisson’s Synthess Modd,™* Vermont non-loop costs are

14 WorldCom Comments at 7; WorldCom Reply at 4; WorldCom March 25 Ex Parte Letter. Anintraswitch call
requires asingle switch to originate and terminate, such as atypical call within the same exchange. An interswitch
call requires more than one switch to originate and terminate.

1% Vermont Comments at 27. Verizon asserts in this proceeding that it “ has to perform both [originating and
terminating] functions on an intra-switch call, and therefore incurs both costs for such calls, just asit does for an
inter-switch call.” Verizon Reply at 23; Verizon McCarren/Garzillo/Anglin Reply Decl. at 13-15, paras. 35-39.

1% New Y ork does not allow Verizon to charge for terminating minutes of use on intraswitch calls, but Rhode Island
and Pennsylvaniado. See WorldCom Commentsat 7; WorldCom Reply at 4; Verizon Reply at 22.

197 Vermont UNE Proposal for Decision at 27-28; Vermont UNE Rate Order at 88-90. For further discussion of new
and growth addition switch discounts, see Verizon Rhode Island Order, 17 FCC Rcd at 3318, para. 34.

18 AT&T Commentsat 11-12; AT&T Pitts Decl. at 3-8, paras. 6-14; AT& T Reply at 5; AT& T March 25 Ex Parte
Letter at 7; Letter from David L. Lawson, Sidley & Austin to William F. Caton, Acting Secretary, Federal
Communications Commission, CC Docket No. 02-7 at 2-3 (filed April 15, 2002) (AT&T April 15 Ex Parte Letter); Letter
from David L. Lawson, Sidley & Austinto Marlene H. Dortch, Federal Communications Commission, CC Docket No.
02-7 (filed April 17, 2002). See also Verizon Rhode Island Order, 17 FCC Rcd at 3318, para. 34.

1% AT&T Pitts Decl. at 4-5, para. 8; AT& T March 25 Ex Parte Letter at 8. Seealso AT& T April 15 Ex Parte Letter
at 2-3.
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approximately 55 percent greater than New Y ork nortloop costs, which could explain why Verizon's
Vermont switch investment per line of $160 is roughly 55 percent greater than Verizon’s New Y ork
switch investment per line of $105. Further, as we have stated, a mere difference in Vermont switching
rates and another state' s switching rates does not demongtrate that the Vermont Board committed clear
error in adopting the switch discount.

34. Indeed, AT& T aleges no such error, and we find none. The Vermont Board adopted
the switch discount AT& T advocated in the Vermont rate proceeding, and that AT& T and WorldCom
have advocated in other section 271 proceedings.™ Specificaly, the Vermont Board ordered Verizon
to assume that it would receive the greater new switch discounts on 100 percent of its switches, an
assumption which resulted in lower switch costs and lower switching rates™* The Vermont Board
adopted Verizon's new switching rates, which presumably incorporated this assumption, in April 2000.

Here, AT& T does not complain that the Vermont Board adopted aflawed input. AT& T merely
assarts that it cannot verify that Verizon's Vermont switching rates reflect a 100 percent new switch
discount. If AT&T has evidence indicating that Verizon failed to apply the correct discount, it should
bring this evidence to the Vermont Board, which can compel Verizon to respond to such evidence and
commence an enforcement action if necessary.™

35.  Switch Installation Factor. AT&T and WorldCom claim that Verizon's switch
ingallation factor of 54.4 percent is too high to produce TELRIC compliant switching rates™** In the
Vermont rate proceeding, Verizon stated that its ingtallation factor was based on its actua cost of
inddling its switchesitsdf."* The Vermont Board accepted Verizon's ingtdlation factor because, while
AT&T dleged that it wastoo high, AT& T presented no dternative ingtdlation factor or evidence to
support a different factor."*® The only new evidence that AT& T and WorldCom now provide is that

(Continued from previous page)
19 The Commission’s Synthesis Model is used to compare costsof UNE rate elements among the several states to
determine Universal Service Fund (USF) support.

1 Vermont UNE Rate Order at 88-90. See also Verizon Rhode Island Order, 17 FCC Red at 3318, para. 34.
12 Vermont UNE Rate Order at 88-90.

3 Again, using only the comparative difference in Vermont and New Y ork switching rates as evidence, AT& T
claimsthat Verizon's switching rates do not reflect the lower prices that Verizon receives on newer Nortel switches or
through the competitive bid process. AT& T PittsDecl. at 6-7, paras. 12-13; AT& T March 25 Ex Parte Letter at 8;
AT&T April 15 Ex Parte Letter at 2-3. Verizon countersthat it does not and will not use Nortel switchesin Vermont,
and that the switch prices used to calculate its Vermont switching rates were based on a competitive bid process.
Verizon March 18 Ex Parte Letter. See also Letter from Richard T. Ellis, Directo—Federal Affairs, Verizon to Marlene
H. Dortch, Acting [sic] Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, CC Docket No. 02-7 (filed April 16, 2002).
AT& T’ sevidence isinsufficient to demonstrate that the Vermont Board committed error or that Verizon failed to
implement properly the Board’ s order regarding switch discounts.

4 AT&T Commentsat 14-15; AT& T Pitts Decl. at 11-12, para. 21; AT& T Reply at 5; AT& T March 25 Ex Parte
Letter at 10; WorldCom Reply at 3; WorldCom March 25 Ex Parte Letter. The switch installation factor isa
percentage amount of the original switch price added to the switch price to recover the costs of installation.

15 Verizon Reply at 21. Verizon adds here that itsinstallation costsin West Virginia, a state whose network
configuration and demographics are similar to Vermont’s, are higher, even though its switch vendor installs the
switch. 1d. SeealsoVerizon April 10 Ex Parte Letter at 8.

1% Vermont UNE Proposal for Decision at 25.
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Verizon's Vermont ingalation factor is higher than ingtdlation factors adopted by state commissonsin
other Verizon states in more recent rate proceedings. As we have stated, mere comparisons are
insufficient to demongraie a TELRIC violaion.*” Therefore, based on the record before us, we are
unable to determine that the Vermont Board committed a clear TELRIC error in accepting Verizon's
ingdlation factor.® We do not determine whether we would reach a different conclusion based on
different evidence presented in a different section 271 application.

36.  Other Inputs AT&T disputes here the TELRIC compliance of Verizon's cost study
inputs for integrated digitd loop carrier and switching-reated fill factors™ While AT& T datesthat
these loop issues affect port rates and, therefore, switching rates, it provides no information to enable us
to asess the extent to which these dleged flaws affect switching rates, or to determine appropriate
dternative inputs. With respect to integrated digital loop carrier, Verizon responds, asit did when
AT&T raised thisissue before the Vermont Board, that it assumes TR-008 integrated digital loop
carrier because the dlegedly more efficient GR-303 carrier “places subgtantia limits on the number of
cariersthat can operate from asingle remote termind.”* AT&T presents insufficient evidence here on
this state- specific factud issue for usto conclude that the Vermont Board committed clear error in
adopting this approach. With respect to switching-related fill factors, an issuethat AT& T never raised
before the Vermont Board, AT& T asserts merely that Verizon's assumed factors of 72 percent for
IDLC lines and 81 percent for andog lines are too low.™ AT& T’ sonly evidence to support thisclam
isthat “the Synthesis Modd uses a 94 percent fill factor.”* Thisrecord isinsufficient for usto
determine whether AT& T is making a vaid comparison between Verizon's Vermont fill factors and the
Synthesis Modd fill factors, which we have indicated should not be used for setting rates™ Similarly,
the record isinsufficient for us to make a fact-specific determination of the appropriate Vermont fill
factors, or conclude thet the Vermont Board committed clear error when it adopted switching rates that
incorporate Verizon' sfill factors. Finaly, again with no explanation of these rate dements or their effect

7 WorldCom notes that we expressed concern about Verizon'sinstallation factor of more than 60 percent in the
Verizon Rhode Island Order. WorldCom Reply at 3. The Rhode Island Commission had found Verizon’ s basisfor
that factor to be unreliable and had specifically directed Verizon to provide better evidence in an upcoming new rate
proceeding. Thisfinding, coupled with the fact that the 60 percent installation factor, amultiplier, was applied to
switch costs based on an assumption of 100 percent smaller growth addition switch discounts, led to our concern.
See Verizon Rhode Island Order, 17 FCC Red at 3318-19, para. 35. Herethe installation factor is not only lower, but
the switch discount problem that it magnified and that we found to violate TELRIC principlesis absent.

18 AT&T also claimsthat Verizon's power factor istoo high becauseit is higher than New Y ork and M assachusetts
power factors. AT& T Commentsat 15, AT& T Pitts Decl. at 12, para. 22. Aswe have stated, the mere fact that
another state’ s power factor islower does not demonstrate that the Vermont Board committed clear TELRIC error
when it adopted ratesincorporating Verizon’s power factor.

19 AT&T Comments at 13-14; AT& T Pitts Dedl. at 9-10, para. 17. While integrated digital loop carrier prices would
normally be considered as part of loop pricing, AT& T appears to be discussing the interface between the integrated
digital loop carrier and the switch, which is part of switch pricing.

20 Verizon McCarren/Garzillo/Anglin Reply Dedl. at 6, para. 17.
21 AT&T Commentsat 14; AT& T Pitts Decl. at 10, para. 19.
122 Id

123 Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4085, para. 245; SWVBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red. at
6277, para. 84.
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on switching rates, AT& T argues that Verizon failed to make Vermont Board- ordered adjustmentsin
rates for Integrated Services Digital Network (ISDN) BRI ports and ISDN trunk Primary Rate
Interfaces (PRIS).”** Verizon counters that it made the appropriate reductions when it filed new ratesin
April 2000, to comply with the Vermont Board's UNE Rate Order.”” If AT&T develops further
support for its claim that VVerizon has failed to comply with the Vermont Board's UNE Rate Order, it
should bring this evidence to the Vermont Board. In conclusion, with repect to dl these inputs, we
note that, despite the fact that VVermont switching rates incorporating these inputs have been in effect for
amogt two years, AT& T has not complained about them to the Vermont Board, but has waited to
chdlenge them herein our review of Verizon's Vermont section 271 gpplication. At this late date and
without further evidence, we cannot subdtitute the findings AT& T urges for those of the Vermont Board,
or conclude that the Vermont Board committed clear error in adopting switching rates incorporating
these assumptions.

(i) DUF Rate

37.  AT&T and WorldCom complain that Verizon's Vermont DUF rate is based on
outdated data and, because it is four times higher than the more recent New Y ork DUF rate, too high to
be TELRIC compliant.*® AT&T and WorldCom did not challenge the DUF rate in the Vermont rate
proceeding, and have not asked Verizon to update its Vermont DUF rate or the Vermont Board to
require Verizon to update its Vermont DUF rate.”” Aswe stated above, mere evidence that the data
underlying araeisold or that aVermont rate is higher than the comparable New Y ork rate does not
demongtrate that the Vermont Board committed any clear error when it adopted the rate. Further,
AT&T and WorldCom have presented no evidence to alow us to make a state- specific determination
of the appropriate Vermont DUF rate, a determination more gppropriately made by the VVermont
Board. We dso note that, while the Vermont DUF rate is higher than the New Y ork DUF rate,
WorldCom'’s own compilation of DUF rates shows even higher DUF ratesin some other section 271-
approved states.””® Therefore, we conclude that the Vermont Board did not commit any error when it
adopted Verizon's DUF rate.

38.  For theforegoing reasons, we conclude that Verizon has demondirated that its Vermont
UNE rates stisfy the requirements of checklist item two.™

124 AT&T Commentsat 13; AT& T Pitts Decl. at 8, para. 15.
125 Verizon McCarren/Garzillo/Anglin Reply Dedl. at 3-4, para. 10.

126 AT&T Commentsat 17-18; AT& T Lieberman Decl. at 11-12, paras. 29-31; AT& T Reply at 4; AT& T March 25 Ex
Parte L etter at 5-6; WorldCom Reply at 5. Seealso, AT& T April 9 Ex Parte Letter.

27 Verizon Reply at 23.

% For example, Massachusetts and Rhode Island DUF rates are higher than VVermont DUF rates. WorldCom Reply
at Attach. 1.

129 AT&T aso argues that Verizon’s Vermont UNE rates create a price squeeze which makes them discriminatory in

violation of checklistitemtwo. AT& T Commentsat 18-20; AT& T Reply at 6. We discuss this claim, which has not
been raised to the Vermont Board, at Section IV A, infra.
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2. Operations Support Systems

39. Based on the evidence in the record, we find, asthe Vermont Board did,” that VVerizon
provides nondiscriminatory access to its operations support systems (OSS) in Vermont.* Aswe
discuss below, Verizon has shown that evidence concerning its OSS in Massachusetts, which the
Commission previoudy found satisfy the requirements of checklist item 2, should be conddered in this
proceeding.*** No commenter has raised any concerns with Verizon's Vermont OSS or with Verizon's
reliance on evidence concerning its OSS in Massachusetts in this proceeding. We therefore discuss
here only the relevance of Verizon's Massachusetts systems, and those performance areas involving
minor discrepancies that require explanation.

a Relevance of Verizon’s M assachusetts OSS

40.  Congdgent with our precedent, Verizon rdiesin this application on evidence concerning
its Massachusetts OSS.*** Specificaly, Verizon assarts that its OSS in Massachusetts are subgtantialy
the same asthe OSS in Vermont and, therefore, evidence concerning its OSS in Massachusetts is
relevant and should be considered in our evauation of the Vermont OSS.™ To support itsclaim,
Verizon submits a report from Pricewaterhouse Coopers (PwC).”* PwC evauated the five OSS
domains made available to support competing LEC activity in Vermont and Massachusettsin order to
attest to Verizon' s assertions thet its interfaces in Massachusetts and Vermont are identical, and the
personnel and work center facilities supporting its OSS *employ the same processes’ in Vermont asin
Massachusetts.* Verizon dso submits declaratory evidence that its “interfaces, gateway systems, and
underlying OSS used for Vermont are the same interfaces, gateway systems, and underlying OSS that
serve Massachusetts and the other New England states.”™ We note that no commenter has suggested
that evidence of its Massachusetts OSS should not be considered in this proceeding. We find that
Verizon, through the PwC report and its declarations, provides evidence that its OSS in Massachusetts
are Ubstantidly the same asthe OSS in Vermont and, therefore, evidence concerning its OSS in
Massachusetts is relevant and should be considered in our evauation of Verizon's OSSin Vermont.
Verizon's showing enables us to rely, for ingtance, on findings relaing to Verizon's OSS from the

1% gee Vermont Board Comments at 22.

1L See Verizon Application at 56-69; see generally Verizon Application App. A, Vol. 2, Joint Declaration of Kathleen
McLean and Raymond Wierzbicki (Verizon McLean/Wierzbicki Decl.).

132 See Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red at 9010-52, paras. 43-116; see also Verizon Rhode Island Order,
17 FCC Rcd at 3329-35, paras. 58-71.

133 See Appendix D, para. 32.

13 Verizon Application at 57-58; Verizon McLean/Wierzbicki Decl. at paras. 5, 8-20, 26, 29, 35, 39, 47, 67, 80, 82-86, 98,
111, 113, 130, and Tab 2.

1% See Verizon Application App. C, Tab 1, part a, Joint Declaration of Russell Sapienza and Catherine Bluvol, in
Verizon New England Inc., d/b/a Verizon Vermont, Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 Compliance
Filing, Vermont Public Service Board, Attach. (filed Aug. 7, 2001) (PwC Report).

138 See PWC Report at 7-9.

137 Verizon McLean/Wierzbicki Decl. at para. 11; seeid. paras. 12-16.
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Verizon Massachusetts Order in our analysis of Verizon's OSSin Vermont. In addition, we can
examine data reflecting Verizon's performance in Massachusetts where low volumesin Vermont yield
inconclusive or incongstent information concerning Verizon's compliance with the competitive checklist.

b. Order Accuracy

41.  Wefind that Verizon manualy processes competing carriers: orders accurately,
afording them a meaningful opportunity to compete. The Vermont Board has followed the lead of the
New Y ork Commission in changing the performance metrics relating to order accuracy. Verizonisno
longer required to report under metric OR-6-02, which measured the percentage of accurately
populated fieldsin arandom sample of orders™® Verizon will, however, continue to report the
percentage of actuad ordersthat it processes accurately, and the percentage of order confirmations that
its sends accurately. The Vermont Board has aso adopted the New Y ork Commission’s change to the
accuracy standard from 95 percent of confirmations without error to not more than 5 percent of
confirmations resent due to Verizon error.** We find that Verizon's performance data reflect that it
manudly process orders for UNE loops congstently within these benchmarks* Verizon processed
orders for UNE-Platform generdly within the established benchmark, with exceptions in October and
November.*** Verizon processed between 90 and 97 percent of resale orders accurately, and sent
accurate confirmations to competing carriers.™* Given the upward trend in Verizon's performance, and
in the absence of comment on the issue or other evidence showing that the rdatively few instances of
inaccurate orders are competitively significant, we find that V erizon processes orders accuratdly enough
to provide competing LECs a meaningful opportunity to compete.**

C. Completion Notifiers
42.  Wefind that Verizon provides billing and provisoning completion notifiersin atimey

fashion that affords competing LECs a meaningful opportunity to compete. The Vermont Board has
followed the lead of the New Y ork Commission to change the metrics that capture this performance.**

1% New York PSC October Order at Attach. 1, at 22.

139 See Verizon Application App. I, Vol. 2, Tab 4, State of Vermont Carrier-to-Carrier Guidelines Performance
Standards and Reports at 38-39 (Jan. 11, 2002).

10" See OR-6-01-3332 (% accuracy - orders) (metric in effect September and October); OR-6-01-3331 (% accuracy -
orders) (metric in effect November, December, and January); OR-6-03-3332 (% accuracy - LSRC) (metric in effect
September and October); OR-6-03-3331 (% accuracy - LSRC) (metric in effect starting in November).

11 See OR-6-01-3143 (% accuracy - orders) (98%, 93%, 90%, and 100%). Datafor January were “under review” for
this metric due to aprogramming error. See Letter from Richard T. Ellis, Director - Federal Affairs, Verizon, to William
Caton, Acting Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, CC Docket No. 02-7 (filed Mar. 18, 2002). See OR-6-
03-3143 (% accuracy - LSRC) (achieving benchmark every month).

2 See OR-6-01-2000 (% accuracy - orders) (93%, 94%, 90%, 93%, and 97%); OR-6-03-2000 (100%, 100% for
September and October under old standard of 95% accuracy, and 0% for November, December, and January under
new standard of not more than 5% resent due to Verizon error).

3 Compare datain nn.141 & 142 with Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red at 9032, para. 81 n.251.

1% See Verizon Application App. A, Vol. 3, Tab C, Joint Declaration of Elaine M. Guerard, Julie A. Canny, and Beth
A. Abesamisat para. 41 (Verizon Guerard/Canny/Abesamis Decl.); New Y ork PSC October Order at 12-17.
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While Verizon is no longer required to report under the metrics this Commission hasrelied on in the past
— percent of billing completion notices sent on time and percent of provisioning completion notices sent
on time— Verizon is not yet reporting under the new metrics, ether. In order to demondirate
satisfactory performance in this areafor this proceeding, Verizon provided data cal culated under the old
metrics™ Verizon met the Vermont Board' s former benchmark of 95 percent timeliness consistently,
except for two minor exceptions that do not appear to be competitively dgnificant.**® No commenter
raised any concerns with regard to completion notifiers.

d. Provisoning

43.  Asin previous section 271 orders, we give substantial weight to the missed
gppointments measure as an indicator of provisoning timdiness” Under this metric, Verizon timely
provisons resale and UNE-Platform orders.*® The Commission has also consdered Verizon's
performance under the average completed interval series of metrics® Where, as here, however, the
evidence shows that the average completed interval metrics are flawed, we give these metrics less
weight.® No commenter raised any issue with regard to Verizon's provisoning of UNE-Platform or
resae orders.

3. UNE Combinations

44, In order to comply with checkligt item 2, a BOC dso must demongtrate thet it provides
nondiscriminatory access to network elementsin a manner tha alows requesting carriers to combine
such eements and that the BOC does not separate already-combined e ements, except at the specific

S See Verizon Feb. 19 Ex Parte Letter at 2-3 & Attach. (cal culating performance using former metrics OR-4-02 and
OR-4-05).

6 Verizon sent only 88% of billing completion notifiers on time in November, and 94% on timein December. Seeid.
Verizon explainsthat its performance for these months was affected by “a one-time clean-up activity undertaken in
association with the retirement of LSOG 2.” Id. Verizon's performance in January met the 95% benchmark for both
resale and UNE billing completion notifiers. See Letter from Richard T. Ellis, Director - Federal Affairs, to William
Caton, Acting Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, CC Docket No. 02-7, at 1 (filed Mar. 5, 2002) (specia
study of billing and provisioning completion notifier timeliness for January using same methodol ogy as former OR-4-
02 and OR-4-05 metrics).

7 see Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4057, para. 194, 4065, para. 209; see also Verizon
Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Rcd at 9039, para. 92.

18 See PR-4-04-2100 (% missed appointment - Verizon - dispatch - resale POTS); PR-4-05-2100 (% missed
appointment - Verizon - no dispatch - resale POTS); PR-4-04-2341 (% missed appointment - Verizon - dispatch - 2-wire
digital services); PR-4-05-2341 (% missed appointment - Verizon - no dispatch - 2-wire digital services); PR-4-04-3140
(% missed appointment - Verizon - dispatch - Platform); PR-4-05-3140 (% missed appt. - Verizon - no dispatch -
Patform).

19 See, e.g., Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red at 9038-39, para. 92, and 9040, para. 94 n.299; Application of
Bell South Corporation, Bell South Telecommunications, Inc., and Bell South Long Distance, Inc., for Provision of
In-Region, InterLATA Servicesin Louisiana, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 13 FCC Rcd 20599, 20682-85, paras.
124-28 (1998).

0 Seeinfra para. 50.
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request of the competitive carrier.”* Based upon the evidence in the record, we conclude that Verizon
demondtrates that it provides nondiscriminatory access to network element combinations as required by
the Act and our rules.™** Additionally, no commenter raised any concerns with Verizon providing
nondiscriminatory access to UNE combinations.

V. OTHERITEMS
A. Checklist item 1 — Inter connection

45.  Section 271(c)(2)(B)(i) requires the BOC to provide equal-in-qudity interconnection
on terms and conditions that are just, reasonable and nondiscriminatory in accordance with the
requirements of sections 251 and 252." Based on our review of the record, we conclude, as did the
Vermont Board, that Verizon complies with the requirements of this checklist item.*™ In reaching this
conclusion, we have examined Verizon's performance with respect to collocation and interconnection
trunks, as the Commission has done in prior section 271 proceedings.” When andyzing Verizon's
showing, we firg review Vermont performance data for measures where there are sufficient commercid
volumes. However, for other measures, where volumes are low, we look to Massachusetts data. We
find that Verizon's performance for competitive LECSs under these measures has generdly met the
benchmark and parity standards established in Vermont and Massachusetts.™

46.  We note that two commenters question Verizon's performance under this checklist
item. Firget, CTC assartsthat Verizon hasfailed to provide collocation servicesin ajust and reasonable
manner.” Wefind, however, that Verizon demonstrates thet its collocation offeringsin Vermont satisfy
the requirements of sections 251 and 271 of the Act. Specificdly, CTC asserts that Verizon has billed
CTC, and continues to demand payment, for numerous collocation arrangements in Vermont and other
states for which Verizon is not entitled to payment under its own tariffs and other written
commitments™® Verizon clams, however, that CTC has misrepresented the facts and misinterpreted its
federd taiff.*® CTC'sclaim does not suggest a systemic failure, but instead appears to be a carrier-
specific dispute concerning Verizon's conduct. On or about August 2001, Verizon made available its

1L 47 U.S.C. § 271(c)(2)(B)(ii); 47 C.F.R. § 51.315(b).

152 See Verizon Application App. A, Vol. 1, Declaration of Paul A. Lacouture and Virginia P. Ruesterholz at paras.
233-43 (Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl.). We take note of the recent opinion of the Vermont Supreme Court
affirming the Vermont Board’ s requirement, based on state law, that V erizon make available combinations of network
elementsthat are ordinarily combined, but not currently physically combined in Verizon's network. Petition of
Verizon New England, Inc., No. 2000-118 (Vt. S. Ct. Feb. 22, 2002).

153 See Appendix D at paras. 17-24.

% See Vermont Board Comments at 23-25.

1% Seee.g., Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red at 9092-95, paras. 183-87, 9097-98, paras. 194-95.

1% See Appendices B and C.

57 See CTC Comments at 2.

158 |d

19 See Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterhol z Decl. at para. 69.
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Notice of Termination/Reduction Form, a standard form to be used to reduce or terminate collocation
orders.*® Verizon has dso stated that it is unaware of any competitive LEC in Vermont, other than
CTC, that has had a dispute with Verizon within the last year regarding the termination of collocation
space.”® Moreover, asthe Commission has found in prior proceedings, we find that the section 208
complaint process is the more gppropriate forum to examine this type of carrier-specific alegation.™®
Indeed, CTC has recently filed an informa complaint with the Commission, and we have no reason to
believe CTC will not be able to obtain aresolution of its dispute through this process.'*

47.  Second, DIRECTV arguesthat Verizon must provide it with asingle point of
interconnection for “contiguous LATAS in states or regions where an ILEC has obtained Section 271
authority.”** We note that the Commission has never articulated such arequirement. Accordingly, it
would be inappropriate in this gpplication to conclude that Verizon does not comply with this checklist
item for failure to provide interconnection on such terms. Therefore, we decline to resolve DIRECTV' s
argument in this order.

B. Checklist Item 4 — Unbundled L ocal L oops

48.  Section 271(c)(2)(B)(iv) of the Act requiresthat a BOC provide “[l]ocal 1oop
transmission from the centra office to the customer’ s premises, unbundled from loca switching or other
services™® Based on the evidence in the record, we conclude, as did the Vermont Board, that Verizon
provides unbundled loca loops in accordance with the requirements of section 271 and our rules*®
Our conclusion isbased on our review of Verizon's performance for al loop types, which include, asin
past section 271 orders, voice grade loops, XDSL-capable loops, digita loops, and high capacity loops,
and our review of Verizon's processes for hot cuts, line sharing and line splitting. As of November
2001, competitors have acquired and placed into use approximately 750 stand-aoneloops (including

10 \/ermont Board Comments at 24; see also CTC Comments at 5, n.14. CTC argued that when it sought to terminate
many of the collocation arrangements at issue, Verizon was unable to provide specific guidance on how CTC could
terminate these arrangements. See CTC Commentsat 5. Subsequently, Verizon adopted its Notice of
Termination/Reduction Form.

1L See Letter from Richard T. Ellis, Director - Federal Affairs, Verizon, to William Caton, Acting Secretary, Federal
Communications Commission, CC Docket No. 02-7 at 4 (filed Mar. 8, 2002) (Verizon Mar. 8 Ex Parte Letter).

162 Asthe Commission has found in past proceedings, the section 271 process simply could not function if we were
required to resolve every interpretive dispute between a BOC and each competitive L EC about the precise content of
the BOC’ s obligationsto its competitors. See e.g., SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Rcd at 18366-67, paras. 22-27 and at
18541, para. 383; SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Rcd at 6355, para. 230.

18 CTC'sinforma complaint remains pending in |C Number EB-02-MDIC-0001 (Jan. 9, 2002).
1 DIRECTV Commentsat 2-3.
18547 U.S.C. § 271(c)(2)(B)(iv); see Appendix D at paras. 49-53 (regarding requirements under checklist item 4).

1% See Vermont Board Comments at 29-31. The Department of Justice concluded that “Verizon has generally
succeeded in opening itslocal marketsin Vermont to competition.” Department of Justice Evaluation at 2. The
Department cites Verizon's estimate that using all modes of entry, for business and residential customers combined,
competitors serve approximately 21,500 linesin Vermont, around 6% of al linesin the state. Id. at 4.
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DSL loops) from Verizon in Vermont.* Finaly, we note that commenters have not raised any issues
with respect to any aspect of Verizon'sloop performance in Vermont.

49.  Congstent with prior section 271 orders, we do not address every aspect of Verizon's
loop performance where our review of the record satisfies usthat Verizon's performanceisin
compliance with the parity and benchmark measures established in Vermont.*® Instead, we focus our
discussion on those areas where the record indicates discrepanciesin performance between Verizon
and its competitors. Asin past section 271 proceedings, in the course of our review, we look for
patterns of systemic performance disparities that have resulted in competitive harm or that have
otherwise denied new entrants a meaningful opportunity to compete.™® |solated cases of performance
disparity, especidly when the margin of disparity issmadl, generdly will not result in afinding of checklist
noncompliance™ In analyzing Verizon's compliance with this checklist item, we note thet order
volumes for unbundled loops in Vermont are extremely low.'™* Given these low volumes, Verizon relies
mainly on Massachusetts performance data to support its gpplication in Vermont, and our analysisis
based primarily on those data.*”

50.  Asaninitid matter, we recognize that for severd loop types,”™ Verizon's performance
with respect to the average completed interva, which measures the time it takes Verizon to complete
competing LEC orders for service, appears to be out of parity in Vermont and Massachusetts for the
last two months it was reported: September and October.'* However, we find that Verizon's
performance with regard to this metric does not warrant afinding of checklist noncompliance,
Specificaly, we conclude, as the Commission hasin prior section 271 orders, that the PR-2 average

167 See Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterhol z Decl. at para. 81. As of November 2001, Verizon had provisioned

approximately 750 stand-al one loops (including DSL loops), 14 high capacity DS1 loops, approximately 2 digital loops
(from September-December), and no line sharing or line splitting arrangements. See V erizon Lacouture/Ruesterhol z
Decl. at paras. 81, 111, 154, and 165.

% See e.g., Application of Verizon New York Inc., Verizon Long Distance, Verizon Enterprise Solutions, Verizon

Global Networks Inc., and Verizon Select Services Inc., for Authorization to Provide In-Region, Inter LATA Services
in Connecticut, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 16 FCC Rcd 14147, 14151-52, para. 9 (2001) (Verizon Connecticut
Order).

199 See Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red at 9055-56, para. 122.

0 Seeid.

' 1n Vermont, between September and November 2001, Verizon provisioned for competitive LECs atotal of 9 stand-

alone POTS loops, 30 hot cut loops, 14 high capacity DS1 loops, and O line sharing and line splitting arrangements.

2 Because we find that V erizon uses the same provisioning and maintenance and repair processesin

Massachusetts and Vermont, we may ook to Verizon’' s performance in Massachusetts to inform our analysis. See
supra part ll1.A.2.a

%3 \erizon missed parity performance under the PR-2 metric in either September or October for voice grade loops,
digital loops, and high capacity loops.

1 nits October 2001 Order, the New Y ork Commission eliminated the average interval completed PR-2 measure
from the Carrier-to-Carrier Performance Reports in accordance with the New Y ork Carrier Working Group. See New
Y ork PSC October Order at 3. Asaresult, beginning with the November 2001 reporting month, Verizon no longer
reportsits performance under this measure in Vermont and Massachusetts. See Verizon Guerard/Canny/Abesamis
Decl. at para. 48.
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completed interva metric should not be relied on as the most accurate measure of provisoning
timeiness™ Weingead find that the PR 4-04 missed appointment metric isamore reliable indicator of
provisoning timeliness because, unlike the average completed interval measurement, it cannot be
skewed by competitive LEC customers that request ingtdlation intervals beyond the sandard interva.*

In fact, in its October 2001 Order, the New Y ork Commission eliminated the average completed PR-2
measure from the Carrier-to-Carrier Performance Reports.””” We therefore place greater weight on
Verizon's performance under the missed appointment metric as a measure of provisoning timeliness as
the Commission has in previous section 271 orders.™ For the relevant five month period, Verizon met
the benchmark or parity standard under the missed appointment metric for dl loop types™ We note
that no commenter raised any issues with regard to this particular metric.

51. xDS.-Capable Loops, Digital Loops, Voice Grade Loops, High Capacity Loops
and Hot Cuts Based on the evidence in the record, we find, as did the Vermont Board, that Verizon
demongtrates that it provides xDSL-capable loops, digita loops, voice grade loops, high capacity
loops, and hot cuts in accordance with the requirements of checklist item 4.**° We address below
severd limited and minor discrepancies, but find that none warrants afinding of checklist
noncompliance. Commentersin this proceeding do not criticize Verizon's performance with regard to
these specific loops.

52. Firg, we note that VVerizon’s datainvolving Ingtdlation Troubles for digital loops, which
measures the percentage of problems on aline within the first 30 days after installation, suggest that
more problems occur for lines ordered by competitive LECs than for the retail comparison group.™
According to Verizon, however, the disparate performance results are not the result of discriminatory
conduct, but rather the result of aflawed metric. Verizon argues that, dthough the retaill comparison
group for the Ingtdlation Trouble measure was recently changed, this measure may 4ill not be an

5 See Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red at 9038-39, para. 92; Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at
4061-62, paras. 203-05, and at 4103, para. 288.

6 See, e.g., Letter from Richard T. Ellis, Director, Federal Affairs, Verizon, to William Caton, Acting Secretary,
Federal Communications Commission, CC Docket No. 02-7 at 2 (filed Feb. 26, 2002) (Verizon Feb. 26 Ex Parte Letter).
We note that for similar reasons we do not rely, in our analysis, on the average offered interval as the most
appropriate measure of provisioning timeliness.

17 Seesupra n.174.

"% See Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red at 9038-39, para. 92; Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red a
4061-62, paras. 203-05 and at 4103, para. 288. Inthe Bell Atlantic New York Order, the Commission found the rate of
missed installation appointments to be the most accurate indicator of Bell Atlantic’ s ability to provision unbundled
loops. See Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Rcd at 4103, para. 288. We note that the rate of ontime
performance under PR 9-01 captures provisioning timeliness for hot cutsin essentially the same manner as missed
appointments under PR 4. See PR 9-01 (% On Time Performance — Hot Cut).

9 See PR-4-04-3113 (% Missed Appointment — Verizon— Dispatch — Loop New); PR-9-01-3520 (% On Time
Performance — Hot Cut); PR-4-04-3341, PR-4-04-3342, and PR-4-04-3343 (% Missed A ppointment — Verizon—
Dispatch); and PR-4-01-3200 (% Missed Appointment — Verizon— Total).

18 Vermont Board Comments at 29-31.

81 PR 6-01-3341 (% Installation Troubles Within 30 Days). The September-January average for this measure in
Massachusettsis 16.08% for competitive LECs and 5.75% for Verizon retail.
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accurate indicator of Verizon's performance because this metric sill does not provide an “apples-to-
apples’ comparison.*® For example, according to Verizon competitive LEC 2-wire digitd loops are
provisoned using fiber, while mogt ordersin the retail comparison group are provisioned using
copper.® As Verizon explains, cooperative testing of the 2-wire digital 1oops provided over fiber that
competitors purchase has proved more difficult than testing of loops provided over copper.’
According to Verizon, this difficulty arises because digita 1oops provided over fiber are provided
through aplug-in card in the centra office and another card & the remote terminal. Thus, Verizon States
that “it is not possible for any of the test equipment used by the [competitive LECs] to test beyond the
card in the centra office.® Consequently, Verizon indicates that, even though it now has the ability to
test dispatched retail POTS loops to identify potential problems prior to provisoning, it cannot do so for
2-wire digita loops provided over fiber.® Inlight of this explanation, and given Verizon's generdly
acceptable performance for al other categories of loops, and recognizing that digital |oops represent
only asmall percentage of overdl loop ordersin Vermont,™ we do not believe that the disparitiesin
performance for digita loops discussed above merit afinding of checklist noncompliance.

53. Wedso recognize that Verizon's performance with respect to a maintenance and repair
measure for voice grade |oops suggests non parity performance. We find, however, that this
performance does not warrant afinding of checklist noncompliance. Specificaly, Verizon's data
involving Repest Trouble Reports, which measures additional troubles reported on aline within 30 days
from the first reported trouble, suggest that additiona problems have occurred more often for
competitive LECsthan for Verizon retall.™® However, consstent with statements madein Verizon's
Rhode Idand section 271 gpplication,® Verizon explains that in October 2001, the New Y ork
Commission revised the repeat trouble report rate to account for misdirected dispatches that skew
performance results by overstating repest troubles.™ Verizon began reporting its performance under

182 nits October 2001 order, the New Y ork Commission changed the retail comparison group to Retail POTS —
Dispatched. See Verizon Feb. 26 Ex Parte Letter at 9; see also Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz/Webster Reply Decl. at
paras. 49-51; Letter from Richard T. Ellis, Director, Federal Affairs, Verizon, to William Caton, Acting Secretary,
Federal Communications Commission, CC Docket No. 02-7 at 1 (filed Apr. 12, 2002) (erratum). Inthe Verizon Rhode
Island Order, we found that this metric may appear to suggest unequal treatment simply because of the comparison
group used. See Verizon Rhode Island Order, 17 FCC Red at 3340, para. 81.

18 \/erizon Feb. 26 Ex Parte Letter at 9.
8 4.
185 Id

186 Id

187 1n September and October, Verizon provisioned approximately one digital oop for competitors per month; and in

November, December, and January V erizon provisioned no digital loops for competitors.

8 For MR 5-01-3550 (% Repeat Troubles Within 30 Days) Verizon did not achieve parity in September and October
in Massachusetts.

189 Verizon Rhode Island Order, 17 FCC Red at 3342, para. 85.

%0 See suprapara. 5. Initsorder, the New Y ork Commission modified the guidelines for the MR-5 measure to
eliminate the so-called “ double-trouble” phenomenon, which occurs when the competitive LEC misdirects Verizon to
dispatch atechnician either inside or outside the central office and no troubleisfound. Verizon explains that when
(continued....)
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these new business rules beginning with the November reporting month.** In November, December,
and January, Verizon's data reported under the revised metric reflects parity performance.™
Furthermore, according to Verizon, when its performance under this metric for September and October
is recaculated under the new guidelines, it too is at parity.'*

54. In addition, we recognize that Verizon's ingtdlation troubles reported and the network
trouble report rate for high capacity loops have been out of parity for severd of the most recent months.
We note, however, that the disparity in each instance has been dight and thus does not appear to be
competitivey sgnificant.™ Given Verizon's generdly acceptable performance for al other categories of
loops, and recognizing that high capacity loops represent only asmdl percentage of overdl loop orders
in Vermont, we find that Verizon's performance is in compliance with checklist item four.**

55. Line Sharing and Line Splitting. Based on the evidence in the record, we find, as did
the Vermont Board, that Verizon demondrates thet it provides nondiscriminatory accessto the high
frequency portion of the loop.** For the relevant five month period,” Verizon's performance data for
line shared DS |oops demondtrates thet it is generdly in compliance with the parity and benchmark
messures established in Vermont and Massachusetts.™* Verizon dso complies with its line-splitting
(Continued from previous page)

this occurs, the troubl e ticket must be closed and the competitive LEC must initiate a second “ double-trouble” ticket
directing dispatch in the opposite direction. See New Y ork PSC October Order at 4.

11 See Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 99.

192 See MR 5-01-3550 (% Repeat Troubles Within 30 Days).

% During September, October, and November 2001, Verizon’s repeat trouble report rate in Massachusetts under the

new business rules was 17.40% for competitive LECs and 18.68% for the retail comparison group. See Verizon
Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 99.

1% 1n Massachusetts, for PR 6-01-3200 (% Installation Troubles Within 30 Days), Verizon performance was out of

parity in September and November. In December and January, it performed at parity. In Massachusetts, for MR 2-01-
3200 (Network Trouble Report Rate), Verizon states that during September, October, and November, the percentages
have generally been under 2%. In December and January, the percentages were under 2% aswell. See also Verizon
Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 118.

% High capacity loopsin Vermont represent approximately 1% of all unbundled |oops provisioned to competitors.

See Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 111.
1% See Vermont Board Comments at 29-31.

97 Although there has been little to no ordering activity in Vermont for line sharing for the months reported, there
has been much ordering activity in Massachusetts during the same period of time. See Verizon
Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at paras. 154-55. Accordingly, we look to Massachusetts data to inform our decision.
According to Verizon, the line sharing performance measuresin Vermont are the same as those in Massachusetts.
These measurements are the consensus line sharing measurements that were devel oped by the New Y ork Carrier-to-
Carrier Working Group and approved by the New Y ork Public Service Commission (New Y ork Commission). The
Vermont Board has approved these measures. See Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 156.

% For PR 6-01-3343 (Percent Installation Troubles Reported Within 30 Days),Verizon's performance in
Massachusetts is out of parity for September, October, and December. According to Verizon, the disparate
performance under this measure in September and October was affected by the actions of atechnicianin acentral
officein Boston, who did not understand the proper way to record the status of line sharing ordersin the system. As
aresult, the service order processor recorded a number of orders as complete when they had not yet been finished.
See Verizon Feb. 26 Ex Parte Letter at 8. When Verizon's performance for September and October are excluded, the
(continued....)
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obligations and provides access to network e ements necessary for competing carriers to provide line
Folitting.** Although we recognize that no competitive LECs have ordered line splitting arrangementsiin
Vermont, we note that Verizon permits competitive LECs to engage in line splitting in Vermont in the
same manner that it permits them to do so in Massachusetts®® In addition, we note that VVerizon has
implemented new line splitting measuresin its Carrier-to- Carrier Performance Reports in Vermont and
Massachusetts beginning with the November 2001 report month.”* Competitive LECs have raised no
complaints about Verizon's provison of line splitting. We find, therefore, given the record before us,
that Verizon's process for line-splitting orders is in compliance with the requirements of this checklist
item.

C. Checklist Item 5— Transport

56.  Section 271(c)(2)(B)(v) of the competitive checklist requiresaBOC to provide “[I]oca
trangport from the trunk side of awirdineloca exchange carrier switch unbundled from switching or
other services.””? The Commission has required that BOCs provide both dedicated and shared
transport to requesting carriers®® Verizon dates that its trangport offerings are subgtantialy the same as
its offerings in Massachustts, and its dark fiber offering is subgtantidly the same asits offering in
Pennsylvaniaand Connecticut — al states where the Commission has granted section 271 authority
dready.”® Based on our review of the record, we conclude, as did the Vermont Board,*™ that Verizon
complies with the requirements of this checklist item.*®

(Continued from previous page)
rate of installation troubles was less than 2% for competitive LECs and Verizon retail aike (1.35% for competitors and
0.59% for Verizon retail).

19 See Deployment of Wireline Services Offering Advanced Telecommunications Capabilities and |mplementation

of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Third Report and Order on
Reconsideration, CC Docket No. 98-147; Fourth Report and Order on Reconsideration, CC Docket No. 96-98; Third
Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, CC Docket No. 98-147; Sixth Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, CC
Docket No. 96-98, 16 FCC Rcd 2101, 2111, para. 20 (2001). Verizon states, however, that it is not aware of any
competitive LECsthat are engaging in line splitting in Vermont or Massachusetts using existing network elements.
See Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 165.

20 \/erizon Lacouture/Ruesterhol z Decl. at para. 165.

21 gee Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at para. 174. In its October Order, the New Y ork Commission approved

new line splitting measures for the Carrier-to-Carrier Performance Reports. See New Y ork PSC October Order at 5.
However, there was no competitive LEC activity under these new measuresin November and December in Vermont or
Massachusetts. See the PR-4 provisioning metrics.

22 47 U.S.C. § 271(c)(2)(B)(v); see also Appendix D at para. 53.
%3 See, e.g., Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red at 9105, para. 207.

24 See Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterhol z Decl. paras. 209, 223; Verizon Pennsylvania Order, 16 FCC Red at 17478-81,
paras. 109-13; Verizon Connecticut Order, 16 FCC Red at 14174-76, paras. 62-66.

25 \/ermont Board Comments at 31-34

% gee Verizon Application at 43-45 & Exh. A; Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. at paras. 209-32; Appendices B
& C.
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57.  CTC argues generdly that Verizon's dark fiber offering isless favorableto CTC than
Verizon's dark fiber offering in Massachusetts and some other states™” We find, however, that CTC's
argument does not warrant afinding of checklist noncompliance. The record indicatesthat Verizon's
exising dark fiber offering is consstent with Commission precedent.”® Moreover, we note, as did the
Vermont Board, that CTC and Verizon are currently negotiating a new interconnection agreement, and
“[i]f the parties are unable to reach agreement, the Board may be able to address many of these dark
fiber issues soon in an arbitration proceeding under the terms of the [1996 Act].”** Absent evidence
that Verizon's offering violates Commission rules or precedent, we find that the interconnection
agreement negotiation and arbitration process is the proper forum for resolving operationd details for
CTC'saccess to dark fiber.

D. Checklist Item 13 — Reciprocal Compensation

58.  Addphiacdamsthat Verizon fals to meet the requirements of checklist item 13 to
provide reciproca compensation for trangport and termination of loca calls to competing carriers®°
According to Adelphia, Verizon has not met the requirements of this checklist item because it hasfailed
to pay Adephiainvoicesfor reciproca compensation for Internet-bound traffic** Wefind Addphia's
cdam isabilling dispute, and not gppropriately resolved in a section 271 proceeding. Adephia
acknowledges that it has filed a complaint againgt Verizon in Vermont,*? and we find the Sate
commission to be the appropriate forum for resolving Addphia’s clams.

E. Remaining Checklist I1tems (3, 6-12, 14)

59. In addition to showing that it isin compliance with the requirements discussed above, an
gpplicant under section 271 must demondtrate that it complies with checklist item 3 (access to poles,
ducts, conduits, and rights-of-way),** item 6 (unbundled locd switching),”* item 7 (911/E911 access
and directory assistance/operator services),” item 8 (white pages directory ligings),® item 9

27 See CTC Comments at 2.

%% See Verizon Application at 44-45; Verizon Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. paras. 221-32; Verizon Pennsylvania
Order, 16 FCC Red at 17481, para. 113.

29 \/ermont Board Comments at 32-33 & n.44. Absent an opportunity to arbitrate the dispute, the Vermont Board
has suggested that it may conduct a separate proceeding on dark fiber issues. See Vermont Board Comments at 32-
33

49 Adelphia Comments at 2.

211 |d

212 |d

2347 U.S.C. § 271(0)(2)(B)(iii).

24 1d. § 271(0)(2)(B)(vi).

25 1d. 8 271(c)(2)(B)(vii).

26 14, § 271(c)(2)(B)(viii).
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(numbering adminidration),?” item 10 (databases and associated signaling),® item 11 (number
portability),” item 12 (locd diding parity),? and item 14 (resde€).”* Based on the evidencein the
record, we conclude, as does the Vermont Board, that Verizon demonstrates that it isin compliance
with these checklist itemsin Vermont.*? None of the commenting parties chalenges Verizon's
compliance with these checkligt items.

V. SECTION 272 COMPLIANCE

60.  Section 271(d)(3)(B) provides that the Commission shdl not approve aBOC's
goplication to provide interLATA services unless the BOC demondtrates that the * requested
authorization will be carried out in accordance with the requirements of section 272.”%* Based on the
record, we conclude that Verizon has demongtrated that it will comply with the requirements of section
272.2* Sgnificantly, Verizon provides evidence thet it maintains the same sructural separation and
nondiscrimination safeguardsin Vermont as it does in Pennsylvania, New Y ork, Connecticut, and
M assachusetts — gtatesin which Verizon has dready received section 271 authority.”® No party
chdlenges Verizon's section 272 showing.”®

27 1d. § 271(c)(2)(B)(ix).
28 1d. §271(c)(2)(B)(X).
29 1d. § 271(c)(2)(B)(xi).
20 1d. 8 271(c)(2)(B)(xii).
ZL1d. §271(c)(2)(B)(xiv).

%2 gee Verizon Application at 47-48 (checklist item 3), 42-43 (checklist item 6), 48-50 (checklist item 7), 50-51
(checklist item 8), 51 (checklist item 9), 52 (checklist item 10), 53 (checklist item 11), 53 (checklist item 12), and 54-56
(checklist item 14); Lacouture/Ruesterholz Decl. paras. 244-69 (checklist item 3), paras. 185-208 (checklist item 6),
paras. 270-302 (checklist item 7), paras. 303-19 (checklist item 8), paras. 320-24 (checklist item 9), paras. 325-50
(checklist item 10), paras. 351-55 (checklist item 11), paras. 356-61 (checklist item 12), paras. 366-91 (checklist item 14);
see also Appendices B and C; Vermont Board Comments at 28-29 (checklist item 3), 34 (checklist item 6), 34 (checklist
item 7), 34 (checklist item 8), 34 (checklist item 9), 34 (checklist item 10), 35 (checklist item 11), 35 (checklist item 12), 36
(checklist item 14).

%347 U.S.C. § 271(d)(3)(B); Appendix D at paras. 68-69.

24 See Verizon Application at 69-73; VVerizon Application App. A, Vol. 3, Tab E, Declaration of Susan C. Browning at
para. 4. (Verizon Browning Decl.).

5 \erizon Pennsylvania Order, 16 FCC Red at 17486, para. 124; Verizon Connecticut Order, 16 FCC Red at 14178
79, para. 73; Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Rcd at 9114-17, paras. 226-31; Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15
FCC Rcd at 4152-61, paras. 401-21; Verizon Browning Decl. at paras. 4-17.

% We recognize that the first independent audit of Verizon’s section 272 compliance conducted pursuant to
section 53.209 of the Commission’srulesis now complete. See Letter from Pricewaterhouse Coopers LLPto Magalie
Roman Salas, Secretary, Federal Communi cations Commission (June 11, 2001) (transmitting audit report). Whilethe
audit raises issues that may require further investigation, the audit results, standing alone, are insufficient to
establish whether Verizon isin compliance with section 272. Parties were required to submit comments on the audit
report no later than January 24, 2002. See Accounting Safeguards Under the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC
Docket No. 96-150, DA 01-2670, Order (rel. Nov. 15, 2001) (extending deadline for filing comments). On February 6,
2002, the independent auditor submitted the unredacted audit report and supplemental report. The Commission
(continued....)

32



Federal Communications Commission FCC 02-118

VI.  PUBLICINTEREST ANALYSS

61. Apat from determining whether a BOC stisfies the competitive checklist and will
comply with section 272, Congress directed the Commisson to assess whether the requested
authorization would be conggtent with the public interest, convenience, and necessity.”” At the same
time, section 271(d)(4) of the Act statesin full that “[tJhe Commission may not, by rule or otherwise,
limit or extend the terms used in the competitive checklist set forth in subsection (c)(2)(B)."#*
Accordingly, athough the Commisson must make a separate determination that gpprova of a section
271 gpplication is* consstent with the public interest, convenience, and necessity,” it may neither limit
nor extend the terms of the competitive checklist of section 271(c)(2)(B). The Commisson views the
public interest requirement as an opportunity to review the circumstances presented by the application
to ensure that no other relevant factors exist that would frustrate the congressiond intent that markets be
open, as required by the comptitive checklist, and that entry will serve the public interest as Congress

expected.

62.  We concludethat gpprova of this application is consstent with the public interest.
From our extensive review of the competitive checklist, which embodies the critical eements of market
entry under the Act, we find that barriers to competitive entry in the local exchange markets have been
removed and the local exchange markets today are open to competition. We further find that the
record confirms our view, as noted in prior section 271 orders, that BOC entry into the long distance
market will benefit consumers and competition if the relevant local exchange market is open to
competition consstent with the competitive checklist.”

63.  Wedisagree with commentersthat low levels of facilities-based resdentia competition
in Vermont indicate that it would be inconsstent with the public interest to grant this gpplication.”
Given an afirmative showing that the competitive checklist has been satisfied, low customer volumesin
any one particular mode of entry or in generd do not necessarily undermine that showing. Indeed, the
Department of Justice concluded that opportunities to serve business customers via the facilities- based
modes of entry are available in Vermont and that there do not gppear to be any materid non-price
obgtacles to resdentia competition in Vermont.* Asthe Commisson has said in previous section 271

(Continued from previous page)
granted an extension of time until April 8, 2002 for submitting comments on Verizon’s section 272(d) biennial audit
report. See Accounting Safeguards Under the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-150, DA 02-372,
Order (rel. Feb. 15, 2002) (extending deadline for filing comments). Because the Commission will not have had the
opportunity to complete its own review of the audit results beforeit isrequired to issue adecision on this section 271
application, it would be premature to consider the audit as evidence of shortcomingsin Verizon's section 272
compliance.

#2747 U.S.C. § 271(d)(3)(C); Appendix D at paras. 70-71.

28 1d. § 271(d)(4).

9 Spe SVBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18558-89, para. 419.

20 See AT&T Commentsat 4, 27, 40; SoVerNet Comments at 4; Sprint Comments at 9-10; AT& T Reply at 7-8.

=1 Department of Justice Evaluation at 5-6.
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orders, factors beyond the control of the BOC, such asindividua competitive LEC entry strategies,
might explain alow resdential customer base ™

64.  Sprint dso argues that the other Regiona Bell Operating Companies (RBOCs) choice
to not compete againgt each other outside of their respective regions, and the financid difficulties of
some competitive LECs (in particular Adelphia), suggest that the public interest is not served by granting
Verizon section 271 gpprovd in Vermont.®® We rgect these arguments. Again, factors beyond the
control of the applicant, such as aweak economy or individual competing LEC and out-of-region
RBOC business plans can explain the lack of entry into a particular market.

A. Price Squeeze Analysis

65. AT&T and WorldCom contend that they cannot profitably enter the Vermont
residentia telephone market using the UNE-Platform in roughly half the state because Verizon's UNE
rates are dlegedly inflated.” Before andyzing these contentions, we begin with adiscusson of a
pending remand on the issue of how dlegations of a price squeeze should be considered under the
public interest andard of section 271(d)(3)(C). In the Commisson’s SAVBT Kansas/Oklahoma
Order, the subject of the Sprint v. FCC ruling, the Commission declined to consider dlegations that a
section 271 gpplicant should fail the 14-point checklist because competitors are unable to make a profit
in the resdential market using the UNE-platform.”* The Commission concluded that the Act requiresa
condderation of whether rates are cost-based, not whether market entry is profitable®® The
Commission also stated that if it were to focus on profitability, it would have to consider a date' s retall
rates,”” which are generdly outsdeitsjurisdictiona authority. Appellants asserted that their inability to
make a profit in the resdential market showed that granting the BOC' s section 271 gpplication was not
in the public interest.”® The court concluded that the Commission’ s rgection of the appellants
profitability argument was not responsive® The court did not, however, vacate the order. Instead, it
remanded the Commission’ s rgjection of the price squeeze issue for reconsderation.”

66.  The Commisson intendsto issue an order addressing the questions posed in the Sprint
v. FCC ruling about how we should consider dlegations of a price squeeze that are raised in section

%2 gee, e.g., Verizon Pennsylvania Order, 16 FCC Red at 17487, para. 126.
%3 gprint Comments at 4-6.

4 AT&T Commentsat 2-3,19-20; AT& T Lieberman Decl. at 13-18, paras. 32-47, AT& T Reply at 6 and 8; WorldCom
Comments at 7-8; Declaration of Vijetha Huffman on Behalf of WorldCom, Inc. (WorldCom Huffman Decl.) at 3-5,
paras. 7-13.

% 9WBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6269, para. 65 and 6280-81, para. 92.
% |d. at 6280-81, para. 92.

237 |d

8  gprintv. FCC, 274 F.3d at 553.

29 |d. at 554

20 1d. at 556.
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271 proceedings. Because we have not yet addressed the issues remanded by the court, we consider
the specific alegations presented by the parties in this case. Verizon disputes both whether a price
ueeze andysisis ardevant congderation under the public interest requirement and, if so, the required
scope of such aninquiry.®* AT& T and WorldCom argue that the analysis is relevant and that the
appropriate test is whether a price squeeze exigts for competitive LECs using the UNE-Platform to
provide resdentid servicein Vermont.** We conclude that AT& T and WorldCom have not
established the existence of a price squeeze because they have not shown that “the UNE pricing [at
issue] doom[s] competitorsto failure.”?

67. AT&T and WorldCom assert that evidence of aminima statewide average margin
between the costs associated with providing service utilizing the UNE-Platform and the revenues
avallablefrom potentid customers is sufficient to demonstrate that a price squeeze exists in the Vermont
resdentiad market** AT&T contendsthat FPC v. Conway,** the Supreme Court decision cited by
the Digtrict of Columbia Circuit Court of Appedlsin its comments on price squeezein Sprint v. FCC,
requiresthis result.*® Based on differences between the circumstances before us here and those
circumstances that were before the Federd Power Commisson in Conway, we disagree. Fird, in
Conway the competitive product at issue was an undifferentiated commodity, dectricity. Here, the
competitive product at issue is phone service that can be provided with or without numerous
differentiated products, at the choice of the competitor and consumers. Thus, the wholesde price at
issuein Conway was for exactly the same product thet the wholesaler was sdlling at retail, and the
ability of acompetitor to distinguish itself based on products or prices offered was minima. The
wholesae prices a issue here are for the piece parts that a competitor can use to sdl a product of the
competitor’s design, which may or may not be the same product as that sold by the wholesder at retail,
al of which may affect the price acustomer will pay the competitor. Second, in Conway the wholesde
price for eectricity did not vary based on location of the retail customer. Here, the prices for the piece
parts, or network elements, vary based on cost-related differences arising from the distances between
the customers being served and the BOC or comptitive LEC switches. These cost differences directly
affect the amount of achievable profit in certain locations in the sate. The fact thet retall pricesin some
aress are lower than the wholesale prices of the piece parts used to provide competitive service is not
the result of a mistake or oversight by the Vermont Board. Rather, it is the result of an intentiona Sate
policy to keep retall rates affordable. Third, in the context where phone serviceis mogt like the
commodity &t issuein Conway because wholesders and retallers are sdlling exactly the samething, i.e,
resde, the Act protects againgt a price squeeze by requiring that the BOC sdll each servicethat it offers
at retail a awholesde discount that excludes avoided costs®” Accordingly, we find Conway

21 Verizon Application at 88-91; Verizon Reply at 2, 29-30.

2 AT&T Commentsat 18-19, 36-38; AT&T Lieberman Decl. at 22-23; AT& T Reply at 7; WorldCom Huffman Decl.
a 2-3, paras. 5-6 and Attach. 1.

% gprintv. FCC, 274 F.3d at 554 (emphasisin original).

24 AT&T Commentsat 18-19; 36-38; AT& T Lieberman Decl. at 22-23; AT& T Reply at 7; WorldCom Huffman Decl.
at Attach. 1. Thelowest statewide average margin alleged is $1.35. See AT&T Lieberman Decl. at 18, Exhibit B-1.

#° FPC v. Conway Corp., 426 U.S. 271 (1976).
26 AT&T Comments at 36-37.

27 47U.SC. §252(d)(3).
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distinguishable, and consder issues beyond the amount of the statewide average margin utilizing the
UNE-Fatform here.

68.  Wefindfirg that AT& T and WorldCom have not established that their higher codts of
providing resdentia service in the more rura areas of Vermont are due to the pricing of UNES & too
high apoint in the TELRIC band. The clear cost difference between zone one, where AT& T and
WorldCom assert amargin of at least $8.32 or 31 percent, and zone three, where AT& T and
WorldCom assert amargin of at most negetive $5.59 or negative 21 percent, is the difference in the
pricesthey pay Verizon for the loop.*® Notably, neither AT& T nor WorldCom chadlenge the
reasonableness of Verizon's Vermont loop rates. Accordingly, it is likely that here, any difficulty
entering the resdentid market profitably through the UNE-Platform may be the result of subsidized locd
resdentia ratesin one or more zones and not the fact that UNE rates are not at an appropriate point in
the TELRIC range*® In many dates, particularly rurd states such as Vermont,” higher business rates
subsidize some residentia rates, and, consequently, certain residential services are priced below cost. ™

We do not believe that it would be in the public interest to deny a section 271 application Smply
because the local telephone rates are low. If UNE-Platform rates are priced at cost, we believe
competitors will have the opportunity to make competitive entry. The existence of loca rate subsdies
might meen thet, initidly, the competition would be most prevaent in business markets and for higher-
margin resdentid cusomers. This competition, however, will eventudly erode the subsidies and creete
pressure to rebalance local rates. Thus, we will look beyond a negative margin for the provision of
resdentia service in high-cost areas using the UNE-Platform when examining alegations of price
queeze.

69.  Wefind that the Act contemplates the existence of subsidized locd rates in high-cost
areas and addresses such potentid price squeezes through the availability of resde. AT&T and
WorldCom contend that it is ingppropriate to consider the availability of resale as a competitive option
because the margin isinsufficient.>* We disagree. The distinction between how UNEs and resale are
priced isSgnificant here. UNEs are priced from the “bottom up,” that is beginning with a BOC' s cogts

#8  See AT&T Lieberman Declaration at 18, Exhibit B-1. WorldCom admits to margins of $9.49 in zone one and
negative $4.42 in zone three. WorldCom Huffman Decl. at Attach. 1. On the 82™ of the 90 days permitted for review
of Verizon’s application, AT& T submitted new price squeeze data taking available universal service support into
account. Letter from Robert W. Quinn, Jr., Vice President, Federal Government Affairs, AT&T to William F. Caton,
Acting Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, CC Docket No. 02-7 (filed April 9, 2001). Thislate
submission indicates that higher margins are available for qualifying carriersin zone three. This new information
does not, however, change our conclusion.

9 The Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit noted this argument as a potential basis for declining to
find aprice squeeze. The Court did not address this argument because the Commission did not rely oniit in the
underlying SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order. Sprint v. FCC, 274 F.3d at 555.

*0 partiesto this proceeding recognize that Vermont has a highly rural population. See Verizon Application at 75-77
and Attach. A, Exhibits4 and 5; Verizon Reply at 7- 8 and n.11; Verizon March 18 Ex Parte L etter, establishing that
Vermont isthe most rural state in the country. Accordingto AT& T, Vermont isso rural that weekend and business
day trafficareequal. AT& T March 25 Ex Parte Letter at 10. Seealso AT& T Comments at 38-39.

A1 See Sprint v. FCC, 274 F.3d at 555.

#2  AT&T Commentsat 18-19; 36-38; AT& T Lieberman Decl. at 22-23; AT& T Reply at 7; WorldCom Huffman Decl.
at 2-3, paras. 5-6 and Attach. 1.
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plus areasonable profit, whereas resde is priced from the “top down,” that is, beginning withaBOC's
retail rate and deducting avoided costs. Such differing price structures are evidence that Congress
envisoned competitors entering the market through different entry mechanisms under different
circumstances. Such a distinction ensures that resale provides a profit margin where, asis the case here,
the cogts of individua eements exceed theretall rate. Accordingly, we conclude thet it is appropriate to
condder the effect of resale on whether a price squeeze exists. Neither AT& T nor WorldCom,
however, has provided an andysis of how using amix of the UNE-Platform and resde to provide
service would affect its price squeeze arguments.

70.  Wefind AT&T and WorldCom' s evidence and andlyses asserting the existence of a
price squeeze lacking in severa additiond respects. For example, AT& T and WorldCom argue that
they must earn at least $10.00 to cover their interna cogts to enter the Vermont residential market, but
provide no cost and other data to support that assertion.”® Aswe have noted previoudy, conducting a
price squeeze andysis requires a determination of what a“ sufficient” profit marginis® Resolving the
issue of what isa sufficient profit requires far more than determining what is sufficient for a particular
carier to make aprofit. Although AT& T and WorldCom dlege that they need to make at least $10.00
per line, the pertinent question here iswhat is a sufficient profit for an efficient competitor. The evidence
demondtrates that competitive LECsin Vermont can achieve margins of 31 percent in zone one and 29
percent in zone two. The record evidence does not establish that these profit margins are inadequate
for an efficient competitor. Thus, the evidence submitted by AT& T and WorldCom is an inadequate
bassfor usto determine that a price squeeze exists in the Vermont residentia market.

71.  AT&T and WorldCom aso fail to present other evidence that would be rdevant in a
residential-only price squeeze andlys's, such as the incrementd toll revenues that would be generated by
winning the locd, intrastate, and interstate toll business of customers that currently use other carriers for
these services. Thereisaso no evidence in the record concerning the ability of competitors such as
AT&T and WorldCom to leverage their presence in the long-distance or business markets, together
with expected net access revenues and savings, into an economicaly viable resdentid telephone service
business. For these reasons and al the other factors discussed above, we conclude that AT& T and
WorldCom have not demonstrated that a price squeeze exists in the Vermont residentia market.

72.  AT&T contends as a separate claim that the evidence it provides of a price squeeze
aso establishesthat Verizon's Vermont UNE rates are discriminatory in violation of checklist item
two.” Asdiscussed above, we conclude that AT& T has not established the existence of aprice
squeeze in the resdentid market. AT& T submits no separate price squeeze andysis in support of this
cam. Accordingly, we need not decide whether the existence of a price squeeze in the residentid
market would condtitute a separate violation of checklist item two.

73. For the reasons stated above, we reject the contentions of AT& T and WorldCom
regarding an aleged price squeeze, and conclude thet there is no evidence in the record that warrants

3 AT&T Reply at 6; WorldCom Huffman Decl. at 3, para. 8 and Attach. 1.
%4 \lerizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red a 9008-09, para. 41.

> AT&T Commentsat 18-20, AT& T Reply at 6.
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disapprova of this application based on dlegations of a price squeeze, whether couched as
discrimination in violation of checkligt item two, or under the public interest gandard.

B. Assurance of Future Compliance

74.  Asset forth below, we find that the PAP currently in place in Vermont will provide
assurance that the loca market will remain open after Verizon receives section 271 authorizetion. ™ We
have examined certain key agpects of Verizon's PAP and we find that the plan fdls within a zone of
reasonableness and is likely to provide incentives that are sufficient to foster post-entry checklist
compliance. The Vermont Board adopted a salf-executing PAP, modeled on the PAPs adopted in
New Y ork, Massachusetts and Connecticut.*” The Vermont PAP uses the standards and measures set
forth in the New Y ork Carrier-to-Carrier Guidelines®® The Vermont PAP exposes Verizon to the
same leve of liahility asin the Massachusetts PAP>*

75.  Whilethe New York PAP forms the basis for the Vermont PAP, the Vermont PAP
differs from that PAP in certain details to reflect the specific concerns of the Vermont Board* The
Vermont Board expressly conditioned its recommendation on “severa changes designed to make
possible effective DSL offerings by Verizon's competitors,”** including adding severa metricsto the
three portions of the PAP.** The Vermont Board modified the New Y ork PAP method for curing
gmdl sample szes® Findly, unlike other PAPsin Verizon' s region, the Vermont PAP requires Verizon
to make payments for Mode of Entry measures to the Vermont Universal Service Fund.*

#0 - Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20748-50, paras. 393-98. In all of the previous applications that the
Commission has granted to date, the applicant was subject to an enforcement plan administered by the relevant state
commission to protect against backsliding after BOC entry into the long distance market.

»7 Verizon Application at 93.

#8  gee Letter from Richard T. Ellis, Director - Federal Regulatory, VVerizon, to Magalie Roman Salas, Secretary,
Federal Communications Commission, CC Docket No. 02-7 Attach. (filed Jan. 30, 2002) (Verizon Vermont PAP);
Verizon Application at 93-94.

9 Verizon Application at 93-94. The Massachusetts and Vermont PAPs place 39% of Verizon’ syearly net income
for each state at risk. Vermont Board Comments at 16.

%0 \/ermont Board Comments at 7.
%1 \ermont Board Comments at 8, n.8.

%2 The Vermont Board added anumber of performance metricsincluding: performance metricsto cover DSL
servicesin the Critical Measures; performance metrics to examine Open Orders on Hold Status for POTS and Specias
in the Mode of Entry Measures; and billing metricsin the Special Provisions Measures. Letter to V. Louis McCarren,
President and CEO Verizon Vermont, Jan. 16, 2002, at 5, Verizon Application, Appendix L, Tab 21; Vermont Board
Commentsat 10. The Department of Justice takes note of the Vermont PAP’ sincorporation of the billing metricsin
response to concerns raised by the Vermont Department of Public Service. Department of Justice Evaluation at 6,
n.21.

23 \/ermont Board Comments at 15, 19-20.

%4 \erizon Vermont PAP at 10, 18.
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76.  Asinprior section 271 orders, our conclusions are based on areview of severa key
edementsin the PAP: totd ligbility at risk; the definitions of the performance measurement and
gandards; the structure of the plan; the self-executing nature of remedies in the plan; the plan’s data
vaidation and audit procedures; and the plan’s accounting requirements®® We find generdly thet the
Vermont PAP satisfies our analysis in each of these respects, and we discuss in detail only those
elements that commenters have raised in the record before us.

77.  Wedisagreewith AT&T that the Vermont PAP does not adequately detect
discrimination.® AT&T raised concerns about the relative tradeoff betweenaType| error (afinding
that discrimination has occurred when it has not) and a Type Il error (afinding that discrimination has
not occurred when it has), particularly given the small sample sizes observed in Vermont.*” We find
that the gatistica methodology chosen by the Vermont Board is like that used in other statesin which
Verizon has received section 271 gpprova. We aso note that the Vermont Board has promised to
recongder thisissue, if necessary, in the future.

78. We a0 disagree with AT& T that the Vermont PAP cannot effectively promote market
entry and deter anticompetitive conduct because the Mode of Entry Measure payments are made to the
Vermont Universa Fund rather than to the competitive LECs*® While the competitive LECswill not
receive payment for failure on these metrics, any failure of Verizon to meet these metrics will result in
pendty payments by Verizon. The Vermont Board reasoned that making al PAP paymentsto
competitive LECs would not compensate the generd harm to society from Verizon'sfallure to meet the
Mode of Entry Measures, and that the Vermont Universal Service Fund is an appropriate repository for
payments that accrue when competition is generdly harmed.®® We find the Vermont Board' s decision
to direct funds to the Vermont Universal Service Fund to be reasonable and does not detract from the
overd| effectiveness of the plan.”

%5 See, e.g., Verizon Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Red at 9121-25, paras. 240-49; SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order,
16 FCC Red at 6377-81, paras. 273-80.

26 AT&T Commentsat 22; AT& T Comments Tab C, Declaration of Michael Kalb on Behalf of AT&T Corp. at
paras. 25-30 (AT& T Kalb Decl.).

*7  AT&T argues that the fixed critical value of —1.645 which results from the 95% confidence interval is unsound
because the Type | error rate (5%) chosen by the Vermont Board istoo small. AT&T argues that the critical value
should vary with the sample size in the same way asthe modified z score. AT& T Kalb Decl. at paras. 25-30, Exh. 1.

%8 AT&T Commentsat 22-23; AT&T Kalb Decl. at paras. 16, 18-24; AT& T Reply at 8-9.
%9 \/ermont Board Comments at 18-19.

0 We notethat in three prior SWBT applications (Texas, Kansas and Oklahoma), certain penalties were paid into
the respective State treasury rather than to competitive LECs. Aswe find with regard to Verizon, the Commission
found that SWBT would face other consequencesiif it failsto sustain ahigh level of serviceto competing carriers,
including: federal enforcement action pursuant to section 271(d)(6); liquidated damages under interconnection
agreements; and remedies associated with antitrust and other legal actions. See SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16
FCC Rcd at 6379, para. 274; SVBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18562, para. 424.
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C. Other |ssues

79.  Wefind that DIRECTV’ s requests that the Commission negotiate commitments from
Verizon to provide tariffed interLATA ATM transport services to | SPs on reasonable terms and
conditions, or obtain information from Verizon regarding any plansto degrade its tariffed DSL offering,
are beyond the scope of this section 271 proceeding.”

VIl. SECTION 271(d)(6) ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY

80.  Section 271(d)(6) of the Act requires Verizon to continue to satisy the “conditions
required for . . . gpprova” of its section 271 application after the Commission gpprovesits
goplication.””? Thus, the Commission has aresponghility not only to ensure that Verizon isin
compliance with section 271 today, but dso that it remainsin compliance in the future. Asthe
Commission has aready described the post-approva enforcement framework and its section 271(d)(6)
enforcement powersin detall in prior orders, it is unnecessary to do so again here”

81l.  Working in concert with the Vermont Board, we intend to monitor closdy Verizon's
post-gpprova compliance for Vermont to ensure that Verizon does not “ cease]] to meet any of the
conditions required for [section 271] approval.” We stand ready to exercise our various statutory
enforcement powers quickly and decisively in gppropriate circumstances to ensure that the local market
remains open in Vermont. We are prepared to use our authority under section 271(d)(6) if evidence
shows market opening conditions have not been maintained.

82.  Werequire Verizon to report to the Commission dl Vermont carrier-to-carrier
performance metrics results and Performance Assurance Plan monthly reports beginning with the first
full month after the effective date of this Order, and for each month thereafter for one year unless
extended by the Commission. These results and reports will dlow usto review, on an ongoing bagis,
Verizon's performance to ensure continued compliance with the statutory requirements. We are
confident that cooperative state and federd oversight and enforcement can address any backdiding that
may arise with respect to Verizon's entry into the Vermont long distance market.””

VIIl. CONCLUSON

1 DIRECTV Commentsat 1-2, 4-7.
22 47U.S.C. § 271(d)(6).

B See, e.g., SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6382-84, paras. 283-85; SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red
at 18567-68, paras. 434-36; Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Rcd at 4174, paras. 446-53.

7% 47U.SC. §271(d)(B)(A).

75 See, e.g., Bell Atlantic-New York, Authorization Under Section 271 of the Communications Act To Provide In-
Region, InterLATA Service in the State of New York, Order, 15 FCC Red 5413-23 (2000) (adopting consent decree
between the Commission and Bell Atlantic that included provisionsfor Bell Atlantic to make avoluntary payment of
$3,000,000 to the United States Treasury, with additional paymentsif Bell Atlantic failed to meet specific performance
standards and weekly reporting requirements to gauge Bell Atlantic’s performance in correcting the problems
associated with its electronic ordering systems).
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83. For the reasons discussed above, we grant Verizon's application for authorization under
section 271 of the Act to provide in-region, interLATA sarvices in the State of Vermont.

IX. ORDERING CLAUSES
84.  Accordingly, IT ISORDERED that, pursuant to sections 4(i), 4(j), and 271 of the

Communications Act of 1934, as amended, 47 U.S.C. 88 154(i), 154()), and 271, Verizon's

goplication to provide in-region, interLATA service in the State of Vermont, filed on January 17, 2002,
IS GRANTED.

85. IT ISFURTHER ORDERED that this Order SHALL BECOME EFFECTIVE Apil
29, 2002.

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

William F. Caton
Acting Secretary
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Appendix A

Commentersin CC Docket No. 02-7

Comments Abbreviation
Addphia Busness Solutions &

Adephia Business Solutions of Vermont Addphia
AT&T Corporation AT&T

CTC Communications Corporation CTC
DIRECTV DIRECTV
Nationa M ohile Communications Corporation

d/b/a SoVerNet Communications SoVerNet
Sprint Communications, Inc Sorint

State of Vermont Public Service Board

Vermont Board

WorldCom WorldCom
Replies

Addphia Busness Solutions &

Adephia Business Solutions of Vermont Addphia
AT&T Corporation AT&T
Verizon Verizon
WorldCom WorldCom



Federal Communications Commission FCC 02-118

Appendix B

Vermont Performance Metrics

All dataincluded here are taken from the Vermont Carrier-to-Carrier Reports. Thistable is provided as areference tool for the convenience of
the reader. No conclusions are to be drawn from the raw data contained in thistable. Our analysisis based on the totdity of the circumstances,
such that we may use non-metric evidence, and may rely more heavily on some metrics more than others, in making our determination. The
incluson of these particular metrics in this table does not necessarily mean that we relied on dl of these metrics or that other metrics may not
aso beimportant in our analyss. Some metrics that we have relied on in the past and may rely on for a future application were not included
here because there was no data provided for them (usudly ether because there was no activity, or because the metrics are still under
development). Metrics with no retail analogue provided are usudly compared with abenchmark. Note that for some metrics during the period

provided there may be changes in the metric definition, or changesin the retail andogue applied, making it difficult to compare the data over
time.
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AGGREGATE METRICS

Metric Metric Name Metric Metric Name
No. No.
Preorder and OSS Availability: Change Management, Billing, OS/DA, | nterconnection and Collocation:
MR-1-01  |Create Trouble BI-1-02 % DUF in 4 Business Days
MR-1-02  |Status Trouble BI-2-01 Timeliness of Carrier Bill
MR-1-03  |Modify Trouble BI-3-01 % Billing Adjustments- Dollars Adjusted
MR-1-04  |Request Cancellation of Trouble BI-3-02 % Billing Adjustments- Number of Adjustments
MR-1-05 | Trouble Report History (by TN/Circuit) NP-1-01 % Final Trunk Groups Exceeding Blocking Standard
MR-1-06 |Test Trouble (POTS Only) NP-1-02 % FTG Exceeding Blocking Std. —(No Exceptions)
OR-1-02  |% On TimeLSRC — Flow Through NP-1-03 Number FTG Exceeding Blocking Std. — 2 Months
OR-1-04  |% On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check NP-1-04 Number FTG Exceeding Blocking Std. — 3 Months
OR-1-06  |% On Time LSRC/ASRC - Facility Check NP-2-01 % On Time Response to Request for Physical Collocation
OR-1-08  |% On Time ASRC No Facility Check (Non DS0, DS1 & DS3) NP-2-02 % On Time Response to Request for Virtual Collocation
OR-1-10  |% OnTime ASRC Facility Check DSO NP-2-03 Average Interval — Physical Collocation
OR-1-12  |%OnTime FOC NP-2-04  |Average Interval — Virtual Collocation
OR-1-13  |% On Time Design Layout Record (DLR) NP-2-05 % On Time— Physical Collocation
OR-1-19 % On Time Resp. - Request for Inbound Augment Trunks NP-2-06 % On Time— Virtual Collocation
PO-1-01 Customer Service Record NP-2-07 Average Delay Days— Physical Collocation
PO-1-02 Due Date Availability NP-2-08 Average Delay Days— Virtual Collocation
PO-1-03 Address Validation Ordering:
PO-1-04 Product & Service Availahility OR-2-02  |% On Time LSR Regject— Flow Through
PO-1-05 Telephone Number Availability & Reservation OR-2-04  |% On Time LSR/ASR Reject No Facility Check
PO-1-06 Facility Availability (Loop Qualification) OR-2-06 |% On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check
PO-1-07 Rejected Query OR-2-08  |% On Time ASR Reject No Facility Check
PO-1-08 % Timeouts OR-2-10  |% On Time ASR Regject Facility Check
PO-1-09 Parsed CSR OR-2-11  |Average Trunk ASR Reject Time
PO-2-01 OSS Interf. Avail. — Total OR-2-12  |% On Time Trunk ASR Reject
PO-2-02 OSS Interf. Avail - Prime Time - Electronic Bonding OR-3-01 |% Rejects
PO-2-03 OSS Interf. Avail - Non-Prime - Electronic Bonding OR-4-02 |Completion Notice (BCN) — % On Time
PO-4-01 % Notices Sent on Time - CLEC Orig. OR-4-05 |Work Completion Notice (PCN) — % On Time
PO-4-02 Change Mgmt. Notice - Delay 1-7 Days- CLEC Orig. OR-5-01 |% Flow Through - Total
PO-8-01 Average Response Time - Manual Loop Qualification OR-5-03  |% Flow Through Achieved
PO-8-02 Average Response Time - Engineering Record Request OR-6-01  |% Accuracy — Order
OR-6-02  |% Accuracy — Opportunities
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Metric Metric Name Metric Metric Name
No. No.
OR-6-03  |% Accuracy —LSRC Maintenance and Repair:
OR-7-01  |% Order Confirmation/Rejects sent within 3 Business Days MR-2-01  |Network Trouble Report Rate
Provisioning: MR-2-02  |Network Trouble Report Rate - L oop
PR-1-09 Av. Interval Offered— Total - EEL — Backbone MR-2-03  |Network Trouble Report Rate - Central Office
PR-2-01 Av. Interval Completed — Total No Dispatch MR-2-04  |% Subseguent Reports
PR-2-02 Av. Interval Completed— Total Dispatch MR-2-05 |% CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate
PR-2-03 Average Interval Completed — Dispatch (1-5 Lines) MR-3-01  |% Missed Repair Appointment— L oop
PR-2-04 Average Interval Completed - Dispatch (6-9 Lines) MR-3-02  |% Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office
PR-2-05 Average Interval Completed - Dispatch (>= 10 Lines) MR-3-03  |% CPE/TOK/FOK - Missed Appointment
PR-2-06 Av. Interval Completed— DSO MR-3-04 |% Missed Repair Appointment - No Double Dispatch
PR-2-07 Av. Interval Completed — DS1 MR-3-05 |% Missed Repair Appointment - Double Dispatch
PR-2-08 Av. Interval Completed — DS3 MR-4-01 |Mean Time To Repair — Total
PR-2-09 Av. Interval Completed —Total - EEL — Loop MR-4-02 |Mean Time To Repair — Loop Trouble
PR-2-18 Av. Interval Completed — Disconnects MR-4-03 |Mean Time To Repair — Central Office Trouble
PR-4-01 % Missed Appointment — Verizon— DO MR-4-04  |% Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours
PR-4-02 Average Delay Days— Total MR-4-05 |% Out of Service> 2 Hours
PR-4-03 % Missed Appointment — Customer MR-4-06  |% Out of Service >4 Hours
PR-4-04 % Missed Appointment — Verizon— Dispatch MR-4-07  |% Out of Service> 12 Hours
PR-4-05 % Missed Appointment — Verizon— No Dispatch MR-4-08 |% Out of Service> 24 Hours
PR-4-07 % On Time Performance — LNP Only MR-5-01  |% Repeat Reports within 30 Days
PR-4-08 % Missed Appt. — Customer — Dueto Late Order Conf.
PR-4-14 % Completed On Time (with Serial Number)
PR-5-01 % Missed Appointment — Verizon— Facilities
PR-5-02 % Orders Held for Facilities> 15 Days
PR-5-03 % Orders Held for Facilities > 60 Days
PR-6-01 % Installation Troubles reported within 30 Days
PR-6-02 % Installation Troubles reported within 7 Days
PR-6-03 % Inst. Troubles reported w/ in 30 Days— FOK/TOK/CPE
PR-8-01 Open Ordersin aHold Status > 30 Days
PR-8-02 Open Ordersin aHold Status > 90 Days
PR-9-01 % On Time Performance — Hot Cut
PR-9-08 Average Duration of Service Interruption

B-3




Federal Communications Commission FCC 02-118
DISAGGREGATED METRICS

Metric Metric September October November December January |Notes
Number Name Vz CLEC |VZ CLEC |VZzZ CLEC |VzZ CLEC [VZ CLEC
OSS& BILLING (Pre-Ordering) - POT S/Special Services
PRE-ORDERING
PO-1 - Response Time OSS Pre-Ordering I nterface
PO-1-01-6020 Customer Service Record— EDI 141 |306 (131 (289 |133 (297 |132 |28 142 |316
PO-1-01-6030 Customer Service Record— CORBA 141 081 |131 |075 133 |105 |132 (068 (142 (252 |cd
PO-1-01-6050 Customer Service Record-Web GUI 141 |337 |131 (301 |133 |293 (132 |271 |142 |298
PO-1-02-6020 Due Date Availahility — EDI 009 [NA 007 [NA 007 [NA 006 ([NA 006 [NA
PO-1-02-6030 Due Date Availahility — CORBA 009 [NA 007 [NA 007 [NA 006 [NA 006 [NA
PO-1-02-6050 Due Date Availahility - Web GUI 009 |226 |007 (212 |007 |221 |006 241 006 |219
PO-1-03-6020 Address Validation— EDI 434 |38 407 (617 |38 |868 (367 1021 |385 ([NA ab,c,d
PO-1-03-6030 Address Validation— CORBA 434 (376 (407 |297 (385 |28 |367 (362 |38 |245
PO-1-03-6050 Address Validation - Web GUI 434 (504 (407 |489 (385 (484 |367 [523 |38 |459
PO-1-04-6020 Product & Service Availability — EDI 1007 |NA 9.02 |NA 848 [NA 82 NA 85 NA
PO-1-04-6030 Product & Service Availability — CORBA 1007 |NA 9.02 |NA 848 [NA 82 NA 85 NA
PO-1-04-6050 Product & Service Availahility - Web GUI 1007 (817 (902 (621 (848 |65 82 6.5 85 NA ab,cd
PO-1-05-6020 Telephone Number Availability & Reservation- EDI 523 |NA 495 |NA 537 |NA 447 |NA 466 |NA
PO-1-05-6030 Telephone Number Availability & Reservation- CORBA 523 [NA 495 [NA 537 (39 |447 [NA 466 (419 |c
PO-1-05-6050 Telephone Number Availability & Reservation- Web GUI 523 |724 495 (723 |537 |7.04 |447 |757 466 |648
PO-1-06-6020 Average Response Time— Mechanized Loop Qualification- 258 |NA 302 |NA 351 |NA 169 ([NA 297 |NA

DSL — EDI
PO-1-06-6030 Average Response Time — Mechanized Loop Qualification- |258 |NA 302 |NA 351 |NA 169 ([NA 297 |NA

DSL — CORBA
PO-1-06-6050 Average Response Time — Mechanized Loop Qualification- |258 |397 (302 (381 (351 (407 (169 |391 |297 |374

DSL - Web GUI
PO-1-07-6020 Rejected Query - EDI 005 269 |04 (262 |04 (214 (004 |217 003 |228
PO-1-07-6030 Rejected Query - CORBA 005 |068 |004 |06 004 (061 |004 |064 (003 |062
PO-1-07-6050 Rejected Query - Web GUI 005 |352 |004 (338 |[004 |32 004 (28 |003 |292
PO-1-08-6020 % Timeouts— EDI 0.69 0 0 0.83 0
PO-1-08-6030 % Timeouts— CORBA 0 0 0 0 0
PO-1-08-6050 % Timeouts- Web GUI 04 0.24 011 0 0.04
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Metric Metric September October November December January  |Notes
Number Name VzZ CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC
PO-1-09-6020 Parsed CSR — EDI 141 |194 |131 (181 |133 (169 (132 |208 (142 |187 |be
PO-1-09-6030 Parsed CSR — CORBA 141 |035 (131 (026 |133 (026 |132 |036 (142 (032 |ab,cde
PO-2 - OSS|nterface Availability
PO-2-01-6020 OSS|nterf. Avail. — Total — EDI 99.97 99.97 ab
PO-2-01-6030 OSSInterf. Avail. — Total — CORBA 9.9 99.95 ab
PO-2-01-6040 OSSInterf. Avail. — Total — Maint. Web GUI (RETAS) 96.05 994 b
PO-2-01-6050 OSS|nterf. Avail. — Total - Pre-order/Order WEB GUI 96.05 994 b
PO-2-01-6060 OSS Interf. Avall. - Total — Electronic Bonding 100 100
PO-2-02-6020 OSS|nterf. Avail. — Prime Time - EDI 99.99 100 100 100 100 |a
PO-2-02-6030 OSSInterf. Avail. — Prime Time - CORBA 99.99 100 100 99.96 100 |ad
PO-2-02-6040 OSS Interf. Avail. — Prime Time - Maint. Web GUI (RETAS) 98.12 99.4 100 99.93 9983 |[ab,d,e
PO-2-02-6050 OSS nterf. Avail. — Prime Time - Pre-order/Order WEB GUI 93.12 99.54 100 99.93 99.83 |ab,de
PO-2-02-6060 OSS Interf. Avail. — Prime Time - Electronic Bonding 100 100 100 100 100
PO-2-03-6020 OSSInterf. Avail. — Non-Prime - EDI 99.93 99.91 100 99.71 091 |abde
PO-2-03-6030 OSS |nterf. Avail. — Non-Prime - CORBA 99.76 99.86 99.89 99.13 99.86 |ab,cde
PO-2-03-6040 OSS Interf. Avail. — Non-Prime - Maint. Web GUI (RETAS) 9294 99.14 99.59 98.43 99.82 (b,c,de
PO-2-03-6050 OSS |nterf. Avail. — Non-Prime - Pre-order/Order WEB GUI N.A 9.14 99.59 9843 99.82 |b,c,de
PO-2-03-6060 OSS Interf. Avail. — Non-Prime - Electronic Bonding 100 100 100 100 100
PO-8 - Manual L oop Qualification
PO-8-01-2000  |% On Time - Manual Loop Qualification NEF NEF ubD ub ub
PO-8-02-2000  |% On Time - Engineering Record Reguest NA NA NA NA NA
Change Notification
PO-4 - Timeliness of Change M anagement Notice
PO-4-01-6611  |% Notices Sent on Time - Emergency Maint. 100 100 ab
PO-4-01-6621  |% Notices Sent on Time - Regulatory NA NA
PO-4-01-6631  |% Notices Sent on Time- Industry Standard NA NA
PO-4-01-6641  |% Notices Sent on Time - Verizon Orig. NA NA
PO-4-01-6651 % Notices Sent on Time - CLEC Orig. NA NA
PO-4-01-6660  |% Notices Sent on Time - Industry Standard, Verizon Orig. & NA 100 NA

CLEC Orig.
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Metric Metric September October November December January  |Notes
Number Name VzZ CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC
PO-4-01-6671 % Notices Sent on Time - Emergency Maint. & Regulatory 100 100 100 e
Change Confirmation
PO-4 - Timeliness of Change M anagement Notice
PO-4-01-6622  |% Notices Sent on Time— Regulatory 100 NA NA NA 100 a
PO-4-01-6632 % Notices Sent on Time - Ind. Std. 100 NA
PO-4-01-6642  |% Notices Sent on Time - Verizon Orig. 100 NA a
PO-4-01-6652  |% Notices Sent on Time - CLEC Orig. NA NA
PO-4-01-6662 % Notices Sent on Time - Ind. Std., Verizon Orig. & CLEC Orig. NA NA 100
TROUBLE REPORTING (OSS)
MR-1 - Response Time OSS Maintenance I nterface
MR-1-01-2000 | Create Trouble 565 637 [58L |58 |579 (355 |552 |374 |626 |3.08
MR-1-02-2000 | Status Trouble 455 |INA 427 |NA 497 [NA 466 |NA 6.37 |NA
MR-1-03-2000 | Modify Trouble 562 |NA 59 |NA 573 |NA 542 |NA 6.06 |NA
MR-1-04-2000 | Request Cancellation of Trouble 6.8 NA 691 |1 704 [NA 6.63 (341 |7.32 |NA b,d
MR-1-05-2000 | Trouble Report History (by TN/Circuit) 038 |18 035 |175 (041 |125 |031 |1 043 |0.72
MR-1-06-2000 | Test Trouble (POTS Only)-RETAIL only 6241 |71.09 (626 |5891 |56.04 |51.15 |56.18 |(44.46 |56.86 |45.86
BILLING
Bl-1- Timeliness of Daily Usage Feed
BI-1-02-2030 | % DUF in 4 Business Days 99.95 99.96 99.74 99.96 99.96
BI-2 - Timeliness of Carrier Bill
BI-2-01-2030 | Timeliness of Carrier Bill 99.58 100 100 100 9B8.H
BI-3 - Billing Accuracy
BI-3-01-2030 % Billing Adjustments- Dollars Adjusted 028 (001 (048 |0.19
BI-3-02-2030 % Billing Adjustments- Number of Adjustments 019 002 (022 |0.05
RESALE (ORDERING)
POTS & Pre-qualified Complex - Electronically Submitted
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness
OR-1-02-2320 % On Time LSRC — Flow Through 100 99.65 100 100 100
OR-1-04-2100 % On Time LSRC No Facility Check 915 98.96 98.2 99.28 100
OR-1-06-2320 % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check %5 100 100 97.22 100
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Metric Metric September October November December January  |Notes
Number Name VzZ CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness
OR-2-02-2320 % On Time L SR Reject— Flow Through 100 9.3 100 100 100
OR-2-04-2320 % On Time L SR Reject No Facility Check 92.86 89.36 98.98 99.44 100
OR-2-06-2320 % On Time LSR/ASR Reject Fecility Check 100 100 100 100 100 a
2WireDigital Services
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness— Requiring L oop Qualification
OR-1-04-2341 % On Time LSRC No Facility Check 100 100 100 100 100 ae
OR-1-06-2341 % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check NA 100 0 100 100 b,c,d,e
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness— Requiring L oop Qualification
OR-2-04-2341 % On Time L SR Reject No Facility Check 100 100 100 100 100 |e
OR-2-06-2341 % On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check NA 100 100 100 100 b,c,de
POTS/ Special Services— Aggregate
OR-3 - Percent Rejects
OR-3-01-2000 | % Rejects 7059 59.91 50.72 47.36 44.16
OR-4 - Timeliness of Completion Notification
OR-4-02-2000 Completion Notice (BCN) — % On Time 97.46 95.83
OR-4-05-2000 Work Completion Notice (PCN) — % On Time 100 100
OR-5 - Percent Flow-Through
OR-5-01-2000 % Flow Through— Total 4377 51.36 44.18 4154 4761
OR-5-03-2000 % Flow Through Achieved 0 87.35 93.94 93.22 90.87
OR-6 - Order Accuracy
OR-6-01-2000 % Accuracy — Orders 93.31 937 90.29 92.98 96.58
OR-6-02-2000 % Accuracy — Opportunities 99.23 99.2
OR-6-03-2000 % Accuracy — LSRC 100 99.77 0.62 0 0
OR-7 - Order Completeness
OR-7-01-2000  |% Order Confirmation/Rejects sent within 3 Business Days 985 98.66 93.78 9943 99.73
Special Services— Electronically Submitted
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness
OR-1-04-2210 % On Time LSRC No Fecility Check DSO NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-04-2211 % On Time LSRC No Facility Check DS1 NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-04-2213 % On Time LSRC No Facility Check DS3 NA NA NA NA NA
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Metric Metric September October November December January  |Notes
Number Name VzZ CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC
OR-1-04-2214 % On Time LSRC No Fecility Check (Non DS0, DS1, & DS3) 100 100 100 100 100 |a
OR-1-06-2210 % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check DSO NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-06-2211 % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check DS1 NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-06-2213 % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check DS3 NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-06-2214 % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check (Non DSO, DS1, & 100 100 100 NA NA ab,c

DS3)
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness
OR-2-04-2200 % On Time LSR Reject No Facility Check 81.25 100 100 100 100 b
OR-2-06-2200 % On Time LSR/ASR Regject Facility Check NA NA NA 100 100 de
RESALE (PROVISIONING)
POTS- Provisioning— Total
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval
PR-2-04-2100 Average Interval Completed - Dispatch (6-9 Lines) 35 767 |32 45 ab
PR-2-05-2100 Average Interval Completed - Dispatch (>= 10 Lines) NA NA 5 NA
PR-4 - Missed Appointments
PR-4-02-2100 Average Delay Days— Total 825 |13 1069 |[567 |7.82 |5 6.13 |16 714 |1 ab,cde
PR-4-03-2100 % Missed Appointment — Customer 17 44 148 (264 129 (359 121 123
PR-4-04-2100 % Missed Appointment — Verizon— Dispatch 91 625 |641 |556 |1086 (444 (1164 |5 742 345
PR-4-05-2100 % Missed Appointment — Verizon— No Dispatch 028 |0 004 |0 007 |0 003 |0 002 |0
PR-4-08-2100 % Missed Appt. — Customer — Late Order Conf. 0 0
PR-6 - Ingtallation Quality
PR-6-01-2100 % Installation Troubles reported within 30 Days 259 |337 (231 |106 |198 (214 |227 |064 |187 |355
PR-6-02-2100 % Installation Troubles reported within 7 Days 147 (202 (141 |[0.71
PR-6-03-2100 % Inst. Troubles reported w/ in 30 Days- FOK/TOK/CPE 228 |09 219 |195 |188 (046 0.64 155
PR-8 - Open Ordersin aHold Status
PR-8-01-2100  (Open Ordersin aHold Status > 30 Days 002 |0 001 |0 001 |O 001 |0 0 0
PR-8-02-2100  |Open Ordersin aHold Status > 90 Days 0 0 001 |O 001 (O 001 (O 0 0
POTS-Business
PR-2 - Average Completed I nterval
PR-2-01-2110 Average Interval Completed— Total No Dispatch 078 |14 065 (143
PR-2-03-2110 Average Interval Completed — Dispatch (1-5 Lines) 29 453 282 |371
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Metric Metric September October November December January  |Notes
Number Name VzZ CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC
POTS- Residence
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval
PR-2-01-2120 Average Interval Completed— Total No Dispatch 071 |0 057 043 ab
PR-2-03-2120 Average Interval Completed — Dispatch (1-5 Lines) 449 |NA 455 |11 b
POTS & Complex Aggregate
PR-2 - Average Completed I nterval
PR-2-18-2103 | Average Interval Completed — Disconnects 292 (219 |272 |337
2-WireDigital Services
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval
PR-2-01-2341 Average Interval Completed— Total No Dispatch 163 (267 (192 |1.36 a
PR-2-02-2341 Average Interval Completed— Total Dispatch 5 NA 5.8 4 b
PR-4 - Missed Appointments
PR-4-02-2341 Average Delay Days— Total 367 |NA 6 NA NA NA 30 NA 2 NA
PR-4-03-2341 % Missed Appointment — Customer 444 |0 2088 (O 26,79 |11.11 5.88 0
PR-4-04-2341 % Missed Appointment — Verizon— Dispatch 5 NA 169 |0 0 0 0 0 6.67 |0 b,c,de
PR-4-05-2341 % Missed Appointment — Verizon— No Dispatch 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ac.e
PR-4-08-2341 % Missed Appt. — Customer — Late Order Conf. 0 0 0 0 0 a
PR-6 - Installation Quality
PR-6-01-2341 % Install. Troubles Reported within 30 Days 028 |0 127 |0 088 |0 08 |0 037 |0
PR-6-03-2341 % Install. Troubles Reported w/in 30 Days- FOK/TOK/CPE  |307 |0 072 |0 059 |0 357 4.88
PR-8 - Open Ordersin aHold Status
PR-8-01-2341 Open Ordersin aHold Status > 30 Days 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a
PR-8-02-2341 Open Ordersin aHold Status > 90 Days 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a
Special Services- Provisioning
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval
PR-2-01-2200 Average Interval Completed— Total No Dispatch 10 2 105 |167 ab
PR-2-02-2200 Average Interval Completed — Total Dispatch 125 |NA 1045 |NA
PR-2-06-2200 Average Interval Completed — DSO 1255 [NA 14 5 b
PR-2-07-2200 Average Interval Completed — DS1 124 [NA 8 NA
PR-2-08-2200 Average Interval Completed— DS3 NA NA NA NA
PR-2-18-2200 Average Interval Completed — Disconnects 1731 |4 1492 1433 ab
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Metric Metric September October November December January  |Notes
Number Name VzZ CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC
PR-4 - Missed Appointments
PR-4-01-2200 % Missed Appointment — Verizon— Total
PR-4-01-2210 % Missed Appointment — Verizon— DSO 833 |0 0 0 0 NA 0 0 0 0 ab,de
PR-4-01-2211 % Missed Appointment — Verizon— DS1 0 NA 0 NA 30 NA 66.67 |NA 50 NA
PR-4-01-2213 % Missed Appointment — Verizon— DS3 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
PR-4-01-2214 % Missed Appointment — Verizon— Special Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ab,cde
PR-4-02-2200 Average Delay Days— Total 16 NA NA NA 89 NA 30 NA 6 NA
PR-4-03-2200 % Missed Appointment — Customer 833 [0 4444 |0 25 |50 0 0
PR-4-08-2200 % Missed Appt. — Customer — Dueto Late Order Conf. 0 0 0 0 0 ab,cde
PR-6- Installation Quality
PR-6-01-2200 % Installation Troubles reported within 30 Days 059 |0 036 |0 209 (O 12 0 091 |O ab,cd
PR-6-03-2200 % Inst. Troubles reported w/ in 30 Days- FOK/TOK/CPE 235 |0 024 |0 052 |0 0 909 |abcd
PR-8 - Open Ordersin aHold Status
PR-8-01-2200 Open Ordersin aHold Status > 30 Days 125 |0 1111 |0 25 0 0 0 0 0 ab,cde
PR-8-02-2200 Open Ordersin aHold Status > 90 Days 417 |0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a,b,c,d.e
RESALE (MAINTENANCE)
POTS— Maintenance
MR-2 — Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-02-2100 | Network Trouble Report Rate — L oop 092 |026 |077 |029 |057 |024 |067 |02 058 [0.25
MR-2-03-2100 | Network Trouble Report Rate — Central Office 014 |015 |006 |004 |0O4 |0O3 |[005 |0O6 (006 (0.1
MR-2-04-2100 | % Subsequent Reports 1159 |964 |1031 |0 11.71 1192 392 29
MR-2-05-2100 | % CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate 082 |028 (065 |031 |051 (015 0.26 0.26
MR-3 — Missed Repair Appointments
MR-3-01-2110 | % Missed Repair Appointment — Loop Bus. 164 |9.76 |10.75 |8 1065 |1395 |1394 (556 |16.72 |4.76
MR-3-01-2120 | % Missed Repair Appointment — L oop Res. 927 |0 758 |0 844 |0 824 |0 801 (O ab,c,d.e
MR-3-02-2110 | % Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office Bus. 181 (38 |0 0 222 |0 625 |0 411 |526 |bc
MR-3-02-2120 | % Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office Res. 095 |0 224 |NA 521 |0 354 |NA 147 |[NA a,.c
MR-3-03-2100 |% CPE/TOK/FOK - Missed Appointment 412 |392 |408 |702 (285 |0 2.08 0
MR-3-04-2100 |% Missed Repair Appointment - No Double Dispatch 813 |69 552 (3.7
MR-3-05-2100 |% Missed Repair Appointment - Double Dispatch 3938 |20 4016 |33.33 ab
MR-4 — Trouble Duration Intervals
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Metric Metric September October November December January  |Notes
Number Name VzZ CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC
MR-4-01-2100 | Mean Time To Repair — Total 1729 |762 |155 |[664 |1703 |797 (186 |833 |16.74 (892
MR-4-02-2110 | Mean Time To Repair — Loop Trouble - Bus. 1036 |79 1102 (738 |824 (864 |11.32 |1046 (10.37 |11.29
MR-4-02-2120 | Mean Time To Repair — Loop Trouble - Res. 2049 (2735 |1696 |941 |1937 |1058 (207 |[507 (1938 |12.32 |ab,c,d.e
MR-4-03-2110 | Mean Time To Repair — Central Office Trouble - Bus. 242 1212 (134 (099 |38 (07 339 |22 407 |262 |b,c
MR-4-03-2120 | Mean Time To Repair — Central Office Trouble - Res. 4 102 (466 ([NA 718 |057 |542 |NA 6.05 |[NA ac
MR-4-04-2100 | % Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours 7336 (9333 8124 |9836 |77.24 |94.12 (7112 (9592 (7818 (9552
MR-4-06-2100 | % Out of Service >4 Hours 7566 (4259 |80.36 |37.78 |79.97 |41.94 |8235 |(40.74 |81.7 |69.23
MR-4-07-2100 | % Out of Service> 12 Hours 5406 (2222 |5058 |1333 (545 |2903 |59.67 |(29.63 |5548 |46.15
MR-4-08-2110 | % Out of Service> 24 Hours- Bus. 53 0 455 1238 |281 |69 809 (741 |59 |588
MR-4-08-2120 | % Out of Service > 24 Hours- Res. 29.18 |60 2052 |0 249 |0 3172 |NA 2666 |0 ab,c
MR-5 — Repesat Trouble Reports
MR-5-01-2100 | % Repeat Reportswithin 30 Days 1594 |8 1464 |984 (1337 (98 1386 |612 |1356 (1343
2-Wire Digital Services- Maintenance
MR-2 — Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-02-2341 | Network Trouble Report Rate — L oop 048 |0 079 |0 118 (12 023 |0 036 |0
MR-2-03-2341 | Network Trouble Report Rate — Central Office 038 |0 023 |[065 032 |12 027 |0 036 |0
MR-2-04-2341 | % Subsequent Reports 21.74 |NA 2143 |0 1316 (20 NA NA b,c
MR-2-05-2341 | % CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate 242 (138 232 |32 |159 |0 377 5.29
MR-3 — Missed Repair Appointments
MR-3-01-2341 | % Missed Repair Appointment— Loop 30 NA 1765 [NA 30.77 |0 60 NA 375 |NA c
MR-3-02-2341 | % Missed Repair A ppointment — Central Office 0 NA 40 0 1429 (0 0 NA 25 NA b,c
MR-3-03-2341 |% CPE/TOK/FOK - Missed Appointment 1373 |0 14 0 857 |NA 0 0 ab,d
MR-3-04-2341 % Missed Repair Appointment - No Double Dispatch 20 NA 2143 |0 b
MR-3-05-2341 (% Missed Repair Appointment - Double Dispatch 20 NA 3333 |NA
MR-4 — Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-01-2341 | Mean Time To Repair — Total 949 |NA 761 193 |862 |71 972 |NA 1542 |NA b,c
MR-4-02-2341 | Mean Time To Repair — Loop Trouble 1238 |[NA 848 [NA 919 |1313 (17.76 |NA 121 |NA c
MR-4-03-2341 | Mean Time To Repair — Central Office Trouble 587 |NA |465 [193 |652 |1.08 (302 |NA 1875 |NA b,c
MR-4-04-2341 | % Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours 94.44 |NA 9545 (100 9394 |100 9091 |NA 875 [NA b,c
MR-4-07-2341 | % Out of Service> 12 Hours 40 NA 2143 |NA 3571 |0 40 NA 4444 |NA c
MR-4-08-2341 | % Out of Service>24 Hours 10 NA 714 |NA 714 |0 10 NA 2222 |NA c
MR-5 — Repeat Trouble Reports
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Metric Metric September October November December January  |Notes
Number Name vz CLEC |VZz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |VZz CLEC
MR-5-01-2341 | % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 556 |NA 2727 |0 209 (25 1818 |NA 1875 |NA b,c
Special Services- Maintenance
MR-2 — Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-01-2200 | Network Trouble Report Rate 0.2 019 |018 |014 |017 |014 (014 |009 (012 |0.a9
MR-2-052200 | % CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate 0.2 019 |023 (01 019 |051 0.32 0.38
MR-4 — Trouble Duration I ntervals
MR-4-01-2200 | Mean Time To Repair — Total 525 |52 504 (431 ab
MR-4-01-2216 | Mean Time To Repair — Total - Non DSO & DSO 457 (191 (439 |828 (296 |272 |cd.e
MR-4-01-2217 | Mean Time To Repair — Total - DS1 & DS3 361 |[NA 461 |NA 389 |NA
MR-4-04-2200 | % Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours 100 100 (9783 (100 ab
MR-4-04-2216 | % Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours - Non DS0 & DSO 100 (100 100 100 (100 100 cde
MR-4-04-2217 | % Cleared (al troubles) within 24 Hours- DS1 & DS3 100 [NA 100 NA 100 NA
MR-4-06-2200 | % Out of Service >4 Hours 46.15 |50 40 50 ab
MR-4-06-2216 | % Out of Service> 4 Hours - Non DS0 & DSO 50 0 5357 [100 |2759 |3333 |cd.e
MR-4-06-2217 | % Out of Service >4 Hours- DS1 & DS3 3846 |NA 70 NA 20 NA
MR-4-08-2200 | % Out of Service> 24 Hours 0 0 222 |0 ab
MR-4-08-2216 | % Out of Service > 24 Hours- Non DSO & DSO 0 0 0 0 0 0 cde
MR-4-08-2217 | % Out of Service > 24 Hours- DS1 & DS3 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
MR-5 - Repeat Trouble Reports
MR-5-01-2200 | % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 25 1G] 2174 |66.67 |21.28 |66.67 |(21.05 |50 1176 |50 ab,cde
UNE (ORDERING)
Platform |
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness
OR-1-02-3143 % On Time LSRC — Flow Through 100 100 86.67 100 100
OR-1-04-3143 % On Time LSRC No Facility Check 100 100 100 100 100 a,b,c,de
OR-1-06-3143 | % On Time LSRC/ASRC Fecility Check 100 NA 100 100 NA |acd
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness
OR-2-02-3143 % On Time L SR Reject— Flow Through 100 90.91 100 100 100 |ce
OR-2-04-3143 % On Time L SR Regject No Facility Check 100 100 NA 100 100 |ab,de
OR-2-06-3143 % On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check NA NA 100 NA NA c
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Metric Metric September October November December January  |Notes
Number Name VzZ CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC
OR-6 - Order Accuracy
OR-6-01-3143 % Accuracy — Orders 97.64 934 90.28 100 UR d
OR-6-02-3143 % Accuracy — Opportunities 99.75 98.97
OR-6-03-3143 % Accuracy — LSRC 99.42 98.62 0 0 0 cde
OR-7 - Order Completeness
OR-7-01-3143  |% Order Confirmation/Rejects sent within 3 Business Days 100 100 100 100 100
L oop/Pre-qualified Complex/LNP
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness
OR-1-02-3331 % On Time LSRC — Flow Through 100 100 100 100 98.65
OR-1-04-3331 % On Time LSRC No Facility Check 91.89 100 98.41 100 100
OR-1-06-3331 % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check 100 100 100 96.43 97.22
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness
OR-2-02-3331 % On Time L SR Reject— Flow Through 100 100 100 100 100
OR-2-04-3331 % On Time L SR Reject No Facility Check 9B.H 100 100 100 100
OR-2-06-3331 % On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check 100 100 100 100 100 ab
OR-6 - Order Accuracy
OR-6-01-3331 % Accuracy - Orders 9547 99.26 98.37
OR-6-01-3332 % Accuracy - Orders 98.56 98.27
OR-6-02-3332 % Accuracy — Opportunities 99.79 99.63
OR-6-03-3331 % Accuracy — LSRC 0.78 0 115
OR-6-03-3332 % Accuracy — LSRC 99.74 99.54
OR-7 - Order Completeness
OR-7-01-3331  |% Order Confirmation/Rejects sent within 3 Business Days 99.35 100 100 99.27 100
2 Wire Digital Services
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness- Requiring L oop Qualification
OR-1-04-3341 % On Time LSRC No Facility Check 100 100 NA NA NA ab
OR-1-06-3341 % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check NA NA NA NA NA
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness— Requiring Loop Qualification
OR-2-04-3341 % On Time L SR Reject No Facility Check NA NA NA NA NA
OR-2-06-3341 % On Time L SR/ASR Reject Facility Check NA NA NA NA NA
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Metric Metric September October November December January  |Notes
Number Name VzZ CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC
2WirexDSL Loops

OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness- Requiring L oop Qualification

OR-1-04-3342 % On Time LSRC - No Facility Check 100 100 100 100 100
OR-1-06-3342 % On Time LSRC/ASRC - Facility Check NA NA NA NA NA
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness — Requiring L oop Qualification

OR-2-04-3342 % On Time L SR Reject- No Facility Check 100 100 100 100 100 |ab,c,de
OR-2-06-3342 % On Time L SR/ASR Reject Facility Check NA NA NA NA NA
2WirexDSL Line Sharing

OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness- Requiring L oop Qualification

OR-1-04-3343 % On Time LSRC/ASRC- No Facility Check NA NA

OR-1-06-3343 % On Time LSRC/ASRC - Facility Check NA NA

OR-2 - Rgject Timeliness - Requiring L oop Qualification

OR-2-04-3343 % On Time LSR/ASR Reject- No Facility Check NA NA

OR-2-06-3343 % On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check NA NA

2WirexDSL Line Sharing & Line Splitting

OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness- Requiring L oop Qualification

OR-1-04-3340 % On Time LSRC - No Facility Check NA NA NA
OR-1-06-3340 % On Time LSRC/ASRC - Facility Check NA NA NA
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness- Requiring Loop Qualification

OR-2-04-3340 % On Time LSR Reject- No Facility Check NA NA NA
OR-2-06-3340 % On Time LSR/ASR Reject Fecility Check NA NA NA
POTS/ Special Services— Aggregate

OR-3 - Percent Rejects

OR-3-01-3000 | % Rejects (ASRs + LSRs) 55.09 40.74 37.63 3152 27.13
OR-4 - Timdiness of Completion Notification

OR-4-02-3000 Completion Notice (BCN) — % On Time 100 96

OR-4-05-3000 Work Completion Notice (PCN) — % On Time 100 100

OR-5 - Percent Flow-Through

OR-5-01-3000 % Flow Through- Total 4511 57.97 50.22 55.65 477
OR-5-03-3000 % Flow Through Achieved 85.57 90.91 91.34 90.14 85.44
Special Services- Electronically Submitted
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Metric Metric September October November December January  |Notes
Number Name VzZ CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness (ASRs + L SRs)
OR-1-04-3210 % On Time LSRC No Facility Check DSO NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-04-3211 % On Time LSRC No Fecility Check DS1 NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-04-3213 % On Time LSRC No Facility Check DS3 NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-04-3214 % On Time LSRC No Facility Check (Non DSD, DS1, & DS3) NA NA 100 100 .74
OR-1-06-3210 % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check DSO NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-06-3211 % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check DS1 100 88.24 100 100 75 a
OR-1-06-3213 % On Time LSRC/ASRC Fecility Check DS3 875 100 100 50 7143 |ab,c,d,e
OR-1-06-3214 % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check (Non DS0, DS1 & NA NA 100 100 100 |c,de

DS3)
OR-2 - Rgject Timeliness (ASRs+ L SRs)
OR-2-04-3200 % On Time L SR Reject No Facility Check NA NA 100 100 100 |c,de
OR-2-06-3200 % On Time LSR/ASR Reject Fecility Check 100 100 100 100 100 ce
Special Services- FAX/MAIL Submitted
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness
OR-1-08-3210 % On Time ASRC No Facility Check DSO NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-08-3211 % On Time ASRC No Facility Check DS1 NA NA
OR-1-08-3213 % On Time ASRC No Facility Check DS3 NA NA
OR-1-08-3214 % On Time ASRC No Facility Check (Non DS0O, DS1 & DS3) NA NA
OR-1-10-3210 % On Time ASRC Fecility Check DSO NA NA
OR-1-10-3211 % On Time ASRC Facility Check DS1 NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-10-3213 % On Time ASRC Facility Check DS3 NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-10-3214 % On Time ASRC Facility Check (Non DS0, DS1 & DS3) NA NA NA NA NA
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness
OR-2-08-3200 % On Time ASR Reject No Facility Check NA NA NA NA NA
OR-2-10-3200 % On Time ASR Reject Facility Check NA NA NA NA NA
UNE (PROVISIONING)
POTS- Provisioning
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval
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Metric Metric September October November December January  |Notes
Number Name VzZ CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC
PR-2-01-3111  |Av. Completed Interval - Total No Dispatch — Hot Cut Loop NA 5 b
PR-2-01-3122 Av. Completed Interval - Total No Dispatch - Other (UNE 0.78 |NA 065 |NA

Switch & INP)
PR-2-01-3140  |Av. Completed Interval - Total No Dispatch - Platform 078 [045 |065 |02
PR-2-03-3112 Av. Completed Interval - Dispatch (1-5 Lines) — Loop 29 NA 282 |NA
PR-2-03-3140  |Av. Completed Interval - Dispatch (1-5 Lines) - Platform 29 NA 282 |3 b
PR-2-04-3112 Av. Completed Interval - Dispatch (6-9 Lines) — Loop 35 NA 32 NA
PR-2-04-3140  |Av. Completed Interval - Dispatch (6-9 Lines) - Platform 35 NA 32 NA
PR-2-05-3112 Av. Completed Interval - Dispatch (>= 10 Lines) — Loop NA NA 5 NA
PR-2-05-3140  |Av. Completed Interval - Dispatch (>= 10 Lines) - Platform NA NA 5 NA
PR-4 - Missed Appointments
PR-4-02-3100 Average Delay Days— Total 825 |NA 1069 [NA 782 |NA 6.13 |NA 714 (3
PR-4-03-3100 % Missed Appt. — Customer 17 0 148 |0 129 |0 0 25
PR-4-04-3113 % Missed Appt. — Verizon— Dispatch - Loop New 9.1 0 641 |NA 1086 |0 1164 |0 742 |667 |ac
PR-4-04-3140 % Missed Appt. — Verizon— Dispatch - Platform 9.1 0 641 |0 1086 |0 1164 |0 742 |0 ab,cd,e
PR-4-04-3520 % Missed Appt. — Verizon— Dispatch - Hot Cut Loop 91 0 641 (O ab
PR-4-05-3111 % Missed Appt. — Verizon — No Dispatch - Hot Cut Loop 028 |0 004 |0 ab
PR-4-05-3121 % Missed Appt. — Verizon— No Dispatch — Other 028 |NA 004 |NA
PR-4-05-3140 % Missed Appt. — Verizon— No Dispatch - Platform 028 |0 004 |O 007 |0 003 |0 002 |0
PR-6 - Installation Quality
PR-6-01-3100 % Installation Troubles reported within 30 Days- Loop 259 |0 231 |0
PR-6-01-3112 % Installation Troubles reported within 30 Days- Loop 198 (111 (227 (323 |187 |0.93
PR-6-01-3121 % Installation Troubles reported within 30 Days- Platform 259 |0 231 |0 198 (O 227 (229 |187 |0
PR-6-02-3112 % Installation Troubles reported within 7 Days- Loop 147 |0 141 |0
PR-6-02-3121 % Installation Troubles reported within 7 Days- Platform 147 |0 141 |0
PR-6-02-3520 % Installation Troubles reported within 7 Days- Hot Cut Loop 0 0 0 0 0 a
PR-6-03-3112 % Installation Troubles reported within 30 Days- 228 |0 219 |0 188 (222 0 0

FOK/TOK/CPE — Loop

B-16




Federal Communications Commission FCC 02-118

Metric Metric September October November December January  |Notes
Number Name VzZ CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC
PR-6-03-3121 % Installation Troubles reported within 30 Days- 228 (25 219 |0 188 [0 0 0

FOK/TOK/CPE — Platform
PR-8 - Open Ordersin aHold Status
PR-8-01-3100 Open Ordersin aHold Status > 30 Days 002 |0 001 |0 001 |0 001 |O 0 0
PR-8-02-3100 Open Ordersin aHold Status > 90 Days 0 0 001 |0 001 |O 001 |0 0 0
PR-9-01-3520 % On Time Performance — Hot Cut 100 100 100 100 100 |ab
PR-9-08-3520 Average Duration of Service Interruption NA NA NA NA NA
POTS & Complex Aggregate
2-Wire Digital Services
PR-2 - Average Completed I nterval
PR-2-01-3341 Av. Interval Completed— Total No Dispatch 163 [NA 192 [NA
PR-2-02-3341 Av. Interval Completed— Total Dispatch 5 NA 58 NA
PR-4 - Missed Appointments
PR-4-02-3341 Average Delay Days— Total 367 |NA 6 NA NA NA 30 NA 2 NA
PR-4-03-3341 % Missed Appointment — Customer 444 |0 2088 (O 26.79 |NA NA NA
PR-4-04-3341 % Missed Appointment — Verizon— Dispatch 5 0 169 |0 0 NA 0 NA 6.67 [NA ab
PR-4-05-3341 % Missed Appointment — Verizon— No Dispatch 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
PR-6 - Installation Quality
PR-6-01-3341 % Install. Troubles Reported within 30 Days 028 |0 127 |0 351 |NA 416 |NA 374 |NA ab
PR-6-03-3341 % Install. Troubles Reported within 30 Days- FOK/TOK/CPE |3.07 |0 072 |0 059 [NA NA NA ab
PR-8 - Open Ordersin aHold Status
PR-8-01-3341 Open Ordersin aHold Status > 30 Days 0 0 0 0 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA ab
PR-8-02-3341 Open Ordersin aHold Status > 90 Days 0 0 0 0 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA ab
2-WirexDSL Loops
PR-2 - Average Completed I nterval
PR-2-01-3342 Av. Interval Completed— Total No Dispatch NA NA
PR-2-02-3342 Av. Interval Completed— Total Dispatch 6 767 ab
PR-4 - Missed Appointments
PR-4-02-3342 | Average Delay Days— Total 16 2 NA 35 NA NA NA NA NA NA ab
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Metric Metric September October November December January  |Notes
Number Name VzZ CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC
PR-4-03-3342 % Missed Appointment — Customer 043 (357 |0 0 086 |0 0 0
PR-4-04-3342 % Missed Appointment — Verizon— Dispatch 0 0 0 0 0
PR-4-14-3342 % Completed On Time (with Serial Number) NA NA NA NA NA
PR-6 - Insgtallation Quality
PR-6-01-3342 % Install. Troubles Reported within 30 Days 259 |0 231 |0 351 (263 |416 |0 374 (385
PR-6-03-3342 % Install. Troubles Reported within 30 Days- FOK/TOK/CPE (2.4 0 228 1081 |19 |263 714 0
PR-8 - Open Ordersin aHold Status
PR-8-01-3342 Open Ordersin aHold Status > 30 Days 833 |0 1111 |0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PR-8-02-3342 Open Ordersin aHold Status > 90 Days 833 |0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2-WirexDSL Line Sharing
PR-2 - Average Completed I nterval
PR-2-01-3343 Av. Interval Completed— Total No Dispatch 302 |NA 297 |NA
PR-2-02-3343 Av. Interval Completed— Total Dispatch 3 NA 313 |NA
PR-4 - Missed Appointments
PR-4-02-3343 Average Delay Days— Total 2 NA NA NA 3 NA NA NA 1 NA
PR-4-03-3343 % Missed Appointment — Customer 043 |NA 0 NA 086 |NA NA NA
PR-4-04-3343 % Missed Appointment — Verizon— Dispatch 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
PR-4-05-3343 % Missed Appointment — Verizon— No Dispatch 088 |NA 0 NA 031 |NA 0 NA 034 |NA
PR-6 - Installation Quality
PR-6-01-3343 % Install. Troubles Reported within 30 Days 043 |NA 033 |NA 029 |NA 025 |NA 065 |NA
PR-6-03-3343 % Install. Troubles Reported within 30 Days- FOK/TOK/CPE |299 |NA (4 NA 258 |NA NA NA
PR-8 - Open Ordersin aHold Status
PR-8-01-3343 Open Ordersin aHold Status > 30 Days 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
PR-8-02-3343 Open Ordersin aHold Status > 90 Days 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
2-WirexDSL Line Splitting
PR-4 Missed Appointments
PR-4-02-3345 Average Delay Days— Total 3 NA NA NA 1 NA
PR-4-04-3345 % Missed Appointment — Verizon— Dispatch 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
PR-4-05-3345 % Missed Appointment — Verizon— No Dispatch 031 |NA 0 NA 034 |NA
PR-6 - Installation Quality
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Metric Metric September October November December January  |Notes
Number Name VzZ CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC
PR-6-01-3345 % Install. Troubles Reported within 30 Days 029 |[NA 025 |NA (065 |NA
PR-6-03-3345 % Install. Troubles Reported within 30 Days- FOK/TOK/CPE 258 |NA NA NA
PR-8 - Open Ordersin aHold Status
PR-8-01-3345 Open Ordersin aHold Status > 30 Days 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
PR-8-02-3345 Open Ordersin aHold Status > 90 Days 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
Special Services- Provisioning
PR-2 - Average Completed I nterval
PR-2-01-3200 Av. Interval Completed— Total No Dispatch 10 NA 105 (2217 b
PR-2-02-3200 Av. Interval Completed— Total Dispatch 125 (14 1045 |285 ab
PR-2-06-3200 Av. Interval Completed— DSO 1255 |NA 14 75 b
PR-2-07-3200 Av. Interval Completed— DS1 124 (1233 |8 11 ab
PR-2-08-3200 Av. Interval Completed— DS3 NA NA NA NA
PR-2-09-3512 Av. Interval Completed — Total - EEL — Loop 19 48 ab
PR-4 - Missed Appointments
PR-4-01-3200 % Missed Appointment — Verizon— Total
PR-4-01-3210 % Missed Appointment — Verizon— DSO 833 |NA 0 NA 0 0 0 NA 0 NA c
PR-4-01-3211 % Missed Appointment — Verizon— DS1 0 0 0 0 30 0 66.67 |0 50 1429 |ab,c,de
PR-4-01-3213 % Missed Appointment — Verizon— DS3 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
PR-4-01-3214 % Missed Appointment — Verizon— Special Other 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
PR-4-01-3510 % Missed Appointment — Verizon— Total - EEL 0 3333 |0 1667 |30 25 66.67 |0 50 0 ab,cde
PR-4-01-3530 % Missed Appointment — Verizon— Total- IOF NA 0 NA 60 NA NA NA 0 NA 50 ab,d.e
PR-4-02-3200 Average Delay Days— Total 16 NA NA 1 89 NA 30 NA 6 21 b
PR-4-02-3510 Average Delay Days— Total - EEL NA 1 NA 26 89 49 30 NA |6 NA ab,c
PR-4-02-3530 Average Delay Days— Total - IOF NA NA NA 21 NA NA NA NA NA 72 b
PR-4-03-3200 % Missed A ppointment — Customer 833 |25 4444 110 25 |66.67 0 63.64
PR-4-03-3510 % Missed Appointment — Customer - EEL NA 66.67 |NA 3333 |20 0 100 33.33
PR-4-08-3200 % Missed Appt. — Customer — Late Order Conf. 0 0 14.29 0 0 ac
PR-6 - Installation Quality
PR-6-01-3200 % Installation Troubles reported within 30 Days 059 |0 036 |625 |209 |2857 |12 769 (091 |O ac
PR-6-03-3200 % Inst. Troubles reported w/ in 30 Days- FOK/TOK/CPE 235 |0 024 |0 052 |0 0 0 ac
PR-8 - Open Ordersin aHold Status
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Metric Metric September October November December January  |Notes
Number Name VzZ CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC
PR-8-01-3200 Open Ordersin aHold Status > 30 Days 125 |0 1111 |0 25 0 0 0 0 ab,cde
PR-8-02-3200 Open Ordersin aHold Status > 90 Days 417 |0 0 0 0 0 0 0
UNE (MAINTENANCE)
Maintenance - POTSL oop
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-02-3550 | Network Trouble Report Rate — L oop 092 |0 077 021 (057 |04 067 |074 (058 |0.33
MR-2-03-3550 | Network Trouble Report Rate — Central Office 014 |0 006 |0 004 |02 005 |0 006 |0
MR-3 - Missed Repair Appointments
MR-3-01-3550 | % Missed Repair Appointment — Loop 10.14 |NA 791 |0 884 |0 894 |0 936 |0 b,c,d.e
MR-3-02-3550 | % Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office 124 |NA 158 |NA 426 |0 435 |NA 239 |NA c
MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-01-3550 | Mean Time To Repair — Total 1729 |NA 155 (068 1703 (711 (186 |52 1674 |291 |b,c,de
MR-4-02-3550 | Mean Time To Repair — Loop Trouble 1944 |NA 1636 |068 |17.83 (835 |1959 |52 1797 |291 |b,cde
MR-4-03-3550 | Mean Time To Repair — Central Office Trouble 346 |NA 368 |NA 611 |462 |481 |NA 536 |NA c
MR-4-07-3550 | % Out of Service> 12 Hours 5406 |NA 5058 |0 545 |50 59.67 |0 5548 |0 b,c.d,e
MR-4-08-3550 | % Out of Service> 24 Hours 2577 |NA 1883 |0 2165 |0 2876 |0 2304 |0 b,c.d,e
MR-5 - Repeat Trouble Reports
MR-5-01-3550 | % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 1594 |NA 1464 |0 1337 |0 1386 |25 1356 |0 b,c,d,e
Maintenance - POTS Platform
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-02-3140 | Network Trouble Report Rate — Platform 092 |05 077 |064 (057 (111 |067 (113 |058 |0.18
MR-2-03-3140 | Network Trouble Report Rate — Central Office 014 (047 |006 |O 004 |0 005 (019 |006 |O
MR-2-04-3140 | % Subsequent Reports 1159 (20 1031 |0 1171 |0 2222 0 ab,c.e
MR-2-05-3140 | % CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate 082 |066 (065 |032 |051 (016 057 054
MR-3 - Missed Repair Appointments
MR-3-01-3144 | % Missed Repair Appointment — Platform Bus. 164 (3333 (1075 (O 1065 (O 1394 (0 16.72 (100 ab,c,de
MR-3-01-3145 | % Missed Repair Appointment — Platform Res. 927 [NA 758 |0 844 |0 824 [0 801 [NA b,c,d
MR-3-02-3144 | % Missed Repair Appointment— Central Office Bus. 181 |0 0 NA 222 |NA 625 |NA (411 |NA a
MR-3-02-3145 | % Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office Res. 095 |NA 224 |NA 521 |NA 3% |0 147 [NA d
MR-3-03-3140 |% CPE/TOK/FOK - Missed Appointment - Platform 412 |0 408 |0 28 |0 0 0 ab,c,d.e
MR-3-04-3140 [% Missed Repair Appointment - No Double Dispatch 813 |25 552 |0 ab
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Metric Metric September October November December January  |Notes
Number Name VzZ CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC
MR-3-05-3140 (% Missed Repair Appointment - Double Dispatch 3938 |NA 4016 |NA
MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-01-3140 | Mean Time To Repair — Total 1729 |85 155 (402 |1703 (1031 |186 |7.76 |[16.74 |23.73 |ab,c,d,e
MR-4-02-3144 | Mean Time To Repair — Loop Trouble - Platform - Bus. 1036 (1108 (11.02 |29 824 |64 1132 (6,77 [10.37 |23.73 |ab,c,d.e
MR-4-02-3145 | Mean Time To Repair — Loop Trouble - Platform - Res. 2049 |NA 1696 (515 (1937 (1554 |20.7 |12.36 |19.38 |NA b,c.d
MR-4-03-3144 | Mean Time To Repair — Central Office Trouble - Bus. 242 1073 |13 |NA 382 |NA 339 |NA 407 |NA a
MR-4-03-3145 | Mean Time To Repair — Central Office Trouble - Res. 4 NA 466 |NA 718 |NA 542 |25 6.05 |NA d
MR-4-04-3140 | % Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours 7336 [100 8124 |100 7724 100 7112 [100 |78.18 |100 ab,c,de
MR-4-06-3140 | % Out of Service> 4 Hours 7566 |3333 [80.36 |33.33 |79.97 (50 8235 |40 817 |NA ab,c,d
MR-4-07-3140 | % Out of Service> 12 Hours 54.06 |33.33 |5058 |0 545 |50 59.67 |40 5548 [NA ab,cd
MR-4-08-3144 | % Out of Service> 24 Hours- Bus. 53 0 455 |0 281 |0 809 |0 595 |NA ab,c,d
MR-4-08-3145 | % Out of Service > 24 Hours- Res. 2918 |NA 2052 |0 249 |0 3172 |0 26,66 |NA b,cd
MR-5 - Repeat Trouble Reports
MR-5-01-3140 | % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 1594 |0 1464 |0 1337 |0 1386 |2857 |1356 |O ab,cd,e
2-Wire Digital Services- Maintenance
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-02-3341 | Network Trouble Report Rate - Loop 048 [0 079 |0 058 |0 067 |0 058 |0 ab,cd,e
MR-2-03-3341 | Network Trouble Report Rate - Central Office 038 |0 023 |0 004 |0 005 |0 006 |0 ab,cde
MR-2-04-3341 | % Subseguent Reports 2174 |NA 2143 |NA 1174 |NA NA NA
MR-3 - Missed Repair Appointments
MR-3-01-3341 | % Missed Repair Appointment — Loop 30 NA 1765 |NA 913 |[NA 905 |NA 947 |NA
MR-3-02-3341 | % Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office 0 NA |40 NA 473 [NA 419 |NA 323 |NA
MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-01-3341 [Mean Time To Repair - Total 949 |NA 761 |NA 169 [NA 1856 |NA 16.73 |NA
MR-4-02-3341 |Mean Time To Repair - Loop Trouble 1238 |[NA 848 [NA 17.72 |NA 1959 |NA 1794 |NA
MR-4-03-3341 (Mean Time To Repair - Central Office Trouble 587 |NA 465 |NA 613 [NA 475 |NA 585 |NA
MR-4-07-3341 | % Out of Service> 12 Hours 40 NA 2143 |NA 5434 [NA 59.56 |NA 5542 |NA
MR-4-08-3341 (% Out of Service > 24 Hours 10 NA 714 |NA 2152 |NA 2866 |NA 2303 |NA
MR-5 - Repeat Trouble Reports
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Metric Metric September October November December January  |Notes
Number Name VzZ CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC
MR-5-01-3341 (% Repeat Reports within 30 Days 556 |NA 2727 |NA 133 [NA 1388 |NA 1359 |NA
2-WirexDSL L oops- Maintenance
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-02-3342 | Network Trouble Report Rate - Loop 017 |0 015 |044 |058 |038 |067 [035 (058 (032
MR-2-03-3342 | Network Trouble Report Rate - Central Office 006 |0 0 044 004 |O 005 |035 (006 |O
MR-3 - Missed Repair Appointments
MR-3-01-3342 | % Missed Repair Appointment — Loop 0 NA 0 0 913 |0 905 |0 947 |0 b,c,de
MR-3-02-3342 | % Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office 0 NA 0 0 473 |NA 419 |0 323 |NA b,d
MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-02-3342 |Mean Time To Repair - Loop Trouble 772  |NA 1959 (29 17.72 |16 1959 |0.02 |[1794 [455 |b,cde
MR-4-03-3342 |Mean Time To Repair - Central Office Trouble 11.08 [NA 1498 |16 6.13 [NA 475 1182 |585 [NA b,d
MR-4-07-3342 (% Out of Service > 12 Hours 25 NA 100 0 5434 |0 5956 |0 5542 (0 b,c.d,e
MR-4-08-3342 (% Out of Service > 24 Hours 0 NA |0 0 2152 (0 2866 |0 2303 |0 b,c,d,e
MR-5 - Repeat Trouble Reports
MR-5-01-3342 |% Repeat Reports within 30 Days 40 NA 75 3333 (133 |50 1388 [0 1359 |0 b,c,de
2-WirexDSL Line Sharing- Maintenance
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-02-3343 | Network Trouble Report Rate - Loop 017 |NA (015 |NA 027 |[NA 008 |NA (012 |NA
MR-2-03-3343 | Network Trouble Report Rate - Centra Office 006 |NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
MR-3 - Missed Repair Appointments
MR-3-01-3343 | % Missed Repair Appointment — Loop 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 3333 |NA 0 NA
MR-3-02-3343 | % Missed Repair Appointment— Central Office 0 NA |0 NA 0 NA NA NA |0 NA
MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-02-3343 |Mean Time To Repair - Loop Trouble 772 |NA 1959 [NA 1636 [NA 995 |NA 421 |NA
MR-4-03-3343 [Mean Time To Repair - Central Office Trouble 11.08 [NA 1498 |NA 2588 [NA NA NA 1278 |NA
MR-4-04-3343  |% Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours 100 NA 100 NA 5714 |NA 100 NA 100 NA
MR-4-07-3343 (% Out of Service > 12 Hours 25 NA 100 NA 7143 |NA 3333 |NA (40 NA
MR-4-08-3343 (% Out of Service > 24 Hours 0 NA 0 NA 4286 |NA 0 NA 0 NA
MR-5 - Repeat Trouble Reports
M R-5-01-3343 |% Repeat Reports within 30 Days 40 NA 75 NA 85.71 |NA 66.67 |NA 60 NA
2-WirexDSL Line Splitting- Maintenance
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate
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Metric Metric September October November December January  |Notes
Number Name VzZ CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC
MR-2-02-3345 | Network Trouble Report Rate - Loop 027 |NA 008 |NA 012 |NA
MR-2-03-3345 | Network Trouble Report Rate - Central Office 0 NA 0 NA |0 NA
MR-3 - Missed Repair Appointments
MR-3-01-3345 | % Missed Repair Appointment— Loop 0 NA 33.33 |NA 0 NA
MR-3-02-3345 | % Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office 0 NA NA NA 0 NA
MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-02-3345 |Mean Time To Repair - Loop Trouble 1636 [NA 995 |NA 421 |NA
MR-4-03-3345 |Mean Time To Repair - Central Office Trouble 2588 |NA NA NA 1278 [NA
MR-4-04-3345 (% Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours 5714 |NA 100 NA 100 NA
MR-4-07-3345 % Out of Service > 12 Hours 7143 |NA 3333 |NA (40 NA
MR-4-08-3345 % Out of Service > 24 Hours 4286 [NA 0 NA 0 NA
MR-5 - Repeat Trouble Reports
MR-5-01-3345 |% Repeat Reports within 30 Days 85.71 |NA 66.67 |NA 60 NA
Special Services- Maintenance
MR-2 - Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-01-3200 | Network Trouble Report Rate 0.2 0 018 |18 |017 |25 |014 (16 012 |0
MR-2-05-3200 | % CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate 0.2 0 023 |18 (019 |O 0.8 15
MR-4 - Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-01-3200 | Mean Time To Repair — Total 525 |NA 504 (536 b
MR-4-01-3216 | Mean Time To Repair — Total - Non DSO & DSO 457 |[NA 439 |NA 296 |NA
MR-4-01-3217 | Mean Time To Repair — Total - DS1 & DS3 361 (977 (461 |442 (389 |NA cd
MR-4-04-3200 | % Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours 100 NA 97.83 (100 b
MR-4-04-3216 | % Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours- Non DS0 & DSO 100 [NA 100 NA 100 NA
MR-4-04-3217 | % Cleared (al troubles) within 24 Hours- DS1 & DS3 100 (100 100 100 (100 NA cd
MR-4-06-3200 | % Out of Service> 4 Hours 4615 |NA 40 50 b
MR-4-06-3216 | % Out of Service > 4 Hours- Non DS0 & DSO 50 NA 5357 |NA 2759 |NA
MR-4-06-3217 | % Out of Service >4 Hours- DS1 & DS3 3846 |100 70 100 |20 NA cd
MR-4-08-3200 | % Out of Service> 24 Hours 0 NA 222 |0 b
MR-4-08-3216 | % Out of Service> 24 Hours- Non DS0 & DSO 0 NA 0 NA |0 NA
MR-4-08-3217 | % Out of Service> 24 Hours- DS1 & DS3 0 0 0 0 0 NA cd
MR-5 - Repeat Trouble Reports
MR-5-01-3200 | % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 25 NA 2174 |0 2128 |0 2105 |0 1176 |NA b,c.d
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Number Name VzZ CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC
TRUNKS
ORDERING
OR 1- Order Confirmation Timeliness
OR-1-12-5020 % On Time FOC (<= 192 Forecasted Trunks) NA NA NA NA NA
OR-1-12-5030 % On Time FOC (> 192 and Unforecasted Trunks) NA NA 100 100 100 cd.e
OR-1-13-5020 % On Time Design Layout Record (DLR) NA NA 100 100 100 cde
OR-1-19-5020 % On Time Resp. - Request for Inbound Augment Trunks (<= NA 100 100 100 100 b,c,d,e
192 Forecasted Trunks)
OR-1-19-5030 % On Time Resp. - Request for Inbound Augment Trunks (> 100 NA NA NA NA a
192 Forecasted Trunks)
OR-2 - Reject Timeliness
OR-2-11-5000 Average Trunk ASR Reject Time (<= 192 Forecasted Trunks) NA NA
OR-2-12-5000 % On Time Trunk ASR Reject (<= 192 Forecasted Trunks) NA NA NA NA NA
PROVISIONING
PR-1 - Averagelnterval Offered
PR-1-09-5020  |Av. Interval Offered— Total (<= 192 Forecasted Trunks) 25 NA NA NA NA NA 18 NA 18 NA
PR-1-09-5030  |Av. Interval Offered— Tota (> 192 & Unforecasted Trunks)  |NA NA NA NA 18 NA NA NA 1567 |NA
PR-2 - Average Interval Completed
PR-2-09-5020 Av. Interval Completed— Total (<= 192 Forecasted Trunks) |NA NA NA NA
PR-2-09-5030 Av. Interval Completed— Total (> 192 & Unforecasted NA NA NA NA
Trunks)
PR-4 - Missed Appointment
PR-4-01-5000 % Missed Appointment — Verizon— Total 0 0 043 |0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PR-4-02-5000 Average Delay Days- Total NA NA 14 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
PR-4-03-5000 % Missed Appointment — Customer 732 |0 206 |2857 |1375 |38.78 38.83 70.3
PR-4-07-3540 % On Time Performance — LNP Only 100 100 100 96.97 100
PR-5 — Facility Missed Orders
PR-5-01-5000 % Missed Appointment — Verizon— Facilities 0 NA 0 NA 0 0 0 0 0 0
PR-5-02-5000 % Orders Held for Facilities > 15 Days 0 NA |0 NA 0 0 0 0 0 0
PR-5-03-5000 % Orders Held for Facilities > 60 Days 0 NA |0 NA 0 0 0 0 0 0
PR-6 — I nstallation Quality

B-24




Federal Communications Commission FCC 02-118
Metric Metric September October November December January  |Notes
Number Name VzZ CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC
PR-6-01-5000 % Installation Troubles reported within 30 Days 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 011 |0 0.04
PR-6-03-5000 % Inst. Troubles reported within 30 Days- FOK/TOK/CPE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PR-8 — Open Ordersin aHold Status
PR-8-01-5000 Open Ordersin aHold Status > 30 Days 0 0 0 0 172 |0 1158 (O 708 (O
PR-8-02-5000 Open Ordersin aHold Status > 90 Days 0 0 0 0 0 0 1158 |0 418 |0
MAINTENANCE
MR-2 — Trouble Report Rate
M R-2-01-5000 | Network Trouble Report Rate 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 002 |0 0.03
MR-4 — Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-01-5000 | Mean Time To Repair — Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 122 [NA 206 |de
MR-4-04-5000 | % Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 100 [NA 100 |d,e
MR-4-05-5000 | % Out of Service> 2 Hours NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 0 NA 3333 |de
MR-4-06-5000 | % Out of Service> 4 Hours NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 0 NA 0 de
MR-4-07-5000 | % Out of Service> 12 Hours NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 0 NA 0 d.e
MR-4-08-5000 | % Out of Service > 24 Hours NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 0 NA 0 d,e
MR-5 — Repeat Trouble Report Rates
MR-5-01-5000 | % Repeat Reports within 30 Days NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 0 NA 0 de
NETWORK PERFORMANCE
NP-1 — Percent Final Trunk Group Blockage
NP-1-01-5000 % Final Trunk Groups Exceeding Blocking Standard 6.67 [0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ab
NP-1-02-5000 % FTG Exceeding Blocking Std. —(No Exceptions) 667 |0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 909 |ab
NP-1-03-5000 Number FTG Exceeding Blocking Std. — 2 Months 0 0 0 0 0 ab
NP-1-04-5000 Number FTG Exceeding Blocking Std. — 3 Months 0 0 0 0 0 ab
NP-2 — Collocation Performance - New
NP-2-01-6701 % On Time Response to Request for Physical Collocation NA NA 100 NA NA c
NP-2-02-6701 % On Time Response to Request for Virtual Collocation NA NA NA NA NA
NP-2-03-6701 Average Interval — Physical Collocation 76 NA 61 76 NA
NP-2-04-6701 Average Interval — Virtual Collocation NA NA NA NA NA
NP-2-05-6701 % On Time— Physical Collocation 100 NA 100 100 NA acd
NP-2-06-6701 % On Time— Virtua Collocation NA NA NA NA NA
NP-2-07-6701 Average Delay Days— Physical Collocation NA NA NA NA NA
NP-2-08-6701 Average Delay Days— Virtua Collocation NA NA NA NA NA
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Metric Metric September October November December January  |Notes
Number Name VzZ CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC |Vz CLEC
NP-2 — Collocation Performance - Augment
NP-2-01-6702 % On Time Response to Request for Physical Collocation 100 NA NA NA 100 a
NP-2-02-6702 % On Time Response to Request for Virtual Collocation NA NA NA NA NA
NP-2-03-6702 Average Interval — Physical Collocation - 76 days 67 71 66 51 NA
NP-2-03-6712 Average Interval — Physical Collocation - 45 Days 66 NA NA
NP-2-04-6702 Average Interval — Virtual Collocation NA NA NA NA NA
NP-2-05-6702 % On Time— Physical Collocation - 76 days 100 100 100 100 NA ab,cd
NP-2-05-6712 % On Time - Physical Collocation - 45 Days 100 NA NA c
NP-2-06-6702 % On Time— Virtual Collocation NA NA NA NA NA
NP-2-07-6702 Average Delay Days— Physical Collocation NA NA NA NA NA
NP-2-08-6702 Average Delay Days— Virtual Collocation NA NA NA NA NA
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Abbreviations:

NA = No Activity.

UD = Under Development.

NEF = No Exigsting Functionaity

blank cell = No data provided.

VZ = Verizonretal andog. If no datawas provided, the metric may have a benchmark.

Notes:

a= Sample Size under 10 for September.
b = Sample Size under 10 for October.

¢ = Sample Size under 10 for November.
d = Sample Size under 10 for December.
e = Sample Size under 10 for January.
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Appendix C

M assachusetts Perfor mance M etrics

All dataincluded here are taken from the Massachusetts Carrier-to-Carrier Reports. Thistable is provided as areference tool for the
convenience of the reader. No conclusions are to be drawn from the raw data contained in thistable. Our andysisis based on the totdity of
the circumstances, such that we may use non-metric evidence, and may rely more heavily on some metrics more than others, in making our
determination. The inclusion of these particular metrics in this table does not necessarily mean that we relied on al of these metrics or that other
metrics may not o be important in our andyss. Some metrics that we have relied on in the past and may rely on for a future gpplication were
not included here because there was no data provided for them (usualy either because there was no activity, or because the metrics are il
under development). Metrics with no retail analogue provided are usualy compared with a benchmark. Note that for some metrics during the

period provided there may be changes in the metric definition, or changesin the retail andogue applied, making it difficult to compare the data
over time.
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AGGREGATE METRICS
Metric Metric Name Metric Metric Name
No. No.

Preorder and OSS Availability: PO-2-02 |OSS Interf. Avail - Prime Time - Electronic Bonding
MR-1-01|Creste Trouble PO-2-03 |OSSInterf. Avail - Non-Prime - Electronic Bonding
MR-1-02 |Status Trouble PO-4-01 |% Notices Sent on Time- CLEC Orig.
MR-1-03|Modify Trouble PO-4-02 |Change Mgmt. Notice- Delay 1-7 Days- CLEC
MR-1-04 |Request Cancdllation of Trouble Orig.
MR-1-05 [Trouble Report History (by TN/Circuit) PO-8-01 |Average Response Time - Manua Loop Qudlification
MR-1-06 |Test Trouble (POTS Only) PO-8-02 |Average Response Time - Engineering Record Request
OR-1-02 {% On Time LSRC — How Through Change Management, Billing, OS/DA, I nterconnection and
OR-1-04 |% On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check Collocation:
OR-1-06 |% On Time LSRC/ASRC - Facility Check BI-1-02 (% DUF in 4 Business Days
OR-1-08 (% On Time ASRC No Facility Check (Non DS0, DS1 BI-2-01 |Timeliness of Carrier Bill

& DS3) BI-3-01 |% Billing Adjusments - Dollars Adjusted
OR-1-10 |% On Time ASRC Facility Check DO BI-3-02 |% Billing Adjusments - Number of Adjustments
OR-1-12 [% On Time FOC NP-1-01 (% Fina Trunk Groups Exceeding Blocking Standard
OR-1-13 [% On Time Design Layout Record (DLR) NP-1-02 |% FTG Exceeding Blocking Std. (No Exceptions)
OR-1-19 | % On Time Resp. - Request for Inbound Augment NP-1-03 |Number FTG Exceeding Blocking Std. — 2 Months

Trunks NP-1-04 |Number FTG Exceeding Blocking Std. — 3 Months
PO-1-01 |Customer Service Record NP-2-01 |% On Time Response to Request for Physica
PO-1-02 |Due Date Availahility Collocation
PO-1-03 |Address Vdidation NP-2-02 (% On Time Response to Request for Virtua
PO-1-04 |Product & Service Availahility Collocation
PO-1-05 | Telephone Number Availability & Resarvation NP-2-03 |Average Interval — Physica Collocation
PO-1-06 |Fadility Availability (Loop Qudification) NP-2-04 |Average Interval — Virtua Collocation
PO-1-07 |Rejected Query NP-2-05 [% On Time— Physica Collocation
PO-1-08 |% Timeouts NP-2-06 |% On Time— Virtud Collocation
PO-1-09 |Parsed CSR NP-2-07 |Average Dday Days— Physicd Collocation
PO-2-01 |OSS Interf. Avail. — Totd NP-2-08 |Average Delay Days— Virtud Collocation
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Metric Metric Name Metric Metric Name
No. No.

Ordering: PR-4-01 |% Missed Appointment — Verizon — DSO
OR-2-02 (% On Time LSR Reect — How Through PR-4-02 |Average Delay Days— Totd
OR-2-04 |% On Time LSR/ASR Reject No Fecility Check PR-4-03 |% Missed Appointment — Customer
OR-2-06 [% On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check PR-4-04 |% Missed Appointment — Verizon — Dispatch
OR-2-08 (% On Time ASR Regect No Facility Check PR-4-05 |% Missed Appointment — Verizon — No Dispatch
OR-2-10 |% On Time ASR Reject Facility Check PR-4-07 |% On Time Performance— LNP Only
OR-2-11 [Average Trunk ASR Relect Time PR-4-08 |% Missed Appt. — Customer — Dueto Late Order
OR-2-12 |% On Time Trunk ASR Rgject Conf.
OR-3-01 |% Reects PR-4-14 |% Completed On Time (with Serid Number)
OR-4-02 |Completion Notice (BCN) — % On Time PR-5-01 |% Missed Appointment — Verizon — Fadilities
OR-4-05 |Work Completion Notice (PCN) — % On Time PR-5-02 |% Orders Held for Facilities > 15 Days
OR-5-01 |% How Through - Tota PR-5-03 % Orders Held for Facilities > 60 Days
OR-5-03 (% How Through Achieved PR-6-01 |% Ingdlation Troubles reported within 30 Days
OR-6-01 |% Accuracy — Order PR-6-02 |% Ingalation Troubles reported within 7 Days
OR-6-02 |% Accuracy — Opportunities PR-6-03 [% Ingt. Troubles reported w/ in 30 Days —
OR-6-03 |% Accuracy —LSRC FOK/TOK/CPE
OR-7-01 |% Order Confirmation/Rejects sent within 3 Business PR-8-01 |Open Ordersin aHold Status> 30 Days

Days PR-8-02 |Open Ordersin aHold Status > 90 Days
Provisioning: PR-9-01 |% On Time Performance — Hot Cut
PR-1-09 |Av. Interval Offered —Totd - EEL — Backbone PR-9-08 |Average Duration of Service Interruption
PR-2-01 |Av. Intervad Completed — Total No Dispatch
PR-2-02 |Av. Interval Completed — Total Dispaich
PR-2-03 |Average Interval Completed — Dispatch (1-5 Lines)
PR-2-04 |Average Interval Completed - Dispatch (6-9 Lines) Maintenance and Repair:
PR-2-05 |Average Interval Completed - Dispatch (>= 10 Lines) MR-2-01 |Network Trouble Report Rate
PR-2-06 |Av. Intervd Completed — DSO MR-2-02 |Network Trouble Report Rate - Loop
PR-2-07 |Av. Intervdl Completed — DS1 MR-2-03 [Network Trouble Report Rate - Centra Office
PR-2-08 |Av. Interval Completed — DS3 MR-2-04 |% Subsequent Reports
PR-2-09 |Av. Interval Completed — Total - EEL — Loop MR-2-05|% CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate
PR-2-18 |Av. Intervl Completed — Disconnects MR-3-01|% Missed Repair Appointment — L oop
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Metric Metric Name
No.
MR-3-02|% Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office

MR-3-03

% CPE/TOK/FOK - Missed Appointment

MR-3-04

% Missed Repair Appointment - No Double Dispatch

MR-3-05

% Missed Repair Appointment - Double Dispatch

MR-4-01

Mean Time To Repair — Totd

MR-4-02

Mean Time To Repair — Loop Trouble

MR-4-03

Mean Time To Repair — Centra Office Trouble

MR-4-04

% Cleared (dl troubles) within 24 Hours

MR-4-05

% Out of Service> 2 Hours

MR-4-06

% Out of Service > 4 Hours

MR-4-07

% Out of Service > 12 Hours

MR-4-08

% Out of Service> 24 Hours

MR-5-01

% Repeat Reports within 30 Days
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DISAGGREGATED METRICS

Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes

Number Full Name vz |CLE |[VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE [VZ |CLE
C C C C C

OSS & BILLING (Pre-Ordering) - POT S/Special Services

PRE-ORDERING

PO-1 — Response Time OSS Ordering Interface

PO-1-01- Customer Service Record - EDI 141 |3.1 (131 |2.73 [1.33 |2.78 [1.32 |2.82 |1.42 |4.48

6020

PO-1-01- Customer Service Record - CORBA 141 (0.9 (1.31 |0.73 |1.33 |0.78 |1.32 |0.73 |1.42 |0.85

6030

PO-1-01- Customer Service Record -Web GUI 141 |2.89 (1.31 |26 |1.33 |2.62 |1.32 |2.46 |1.42 |2.53

6050

PO-1-02- Due Date Availahility - EDI 0.09 |2.22 |0.07 |1.65 [0.07 |2.75 |0.06 [1.9 |0.06 [25 |ab,c,de

6020

PO-1-02- Due Date Availability - CORBA 0.09 [INA |0.07 |[INA |[0.07 [NA |0.06 [NA |0.06 |0.6

6030

PO-1-02- Due Dae Availability - Web GUI 0.09 |2.32 |0.07 |22 |0.07 |2.18 |0.06 [2.16 |0.06 (2.18

6050

PO-1-03- AddressVdidation - EDI 434 (4.84 |14.07 |4.65 |3.85 |542 |3.67 |51 (3.85 |4.81

6020

PO-1-03- Address Vdidation - CORBA 4.34 (4.08 |4.07 (3.47 [3.85 |3.71 [3.67 |3.71 (3.85 |2.9

6030

PO-1-03- Address Vdidation - Web GUI 434 (5.04 |4.07 |4.79 [3.85 |5.42 [3.67 |5.38 [3.85 |5.31

6050

PO-1-04- Product & Service Avallahility - EDI 10.07|NA [9.02 |[NA (848 |INA (82 |NA [85 |NA

6020

PO-1-04- Product & Service Availahility - CORBA 10.07|NA [9.02 |[NA |848 |[NA |82 |[NA |85 |NA

6030

PO-1-04- Product & Service Avallahility - Web GUI 10.07|7.74 ({9.02 |5.51 (848 |5.75 [8.2 |557 |85 |5.79

6050

PO-1-05- Tedephone Number Availability & Resarvation - EDI |5.23 [NA |4.95 (4.93 [5.37 |10.25(4.47 |5.89 |4.66 |7.03 |b,c,d,e
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Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes
Number Full Name vz |CLE |[vZ |CLE |[VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE

C C C C C

6020
PO-1-05- Telephone Number Availability & Reservation - 5.23 |3.52 |4.95 [3.65 [5.37 (4.28 |4.47 |41 |4.66 |4.19 |a
6030 CORBA
PO-1-05- Telephone Number Availability & Reservation - Web |5.23 |58 [4.95 |5.69 [5.37 |5.97 (4.47 |5.89 (4.66 |5.64
6050 GUI
PO-1-06- Facility Availability (Loop Qudification) - EDI 2.58 (4.06 [3.02 (3.62 |3.51 (3.98 |1.69 |4.06 |2.97 |3.8
6020
PO-1-06- Facility Avallability (Loop Qudlification) - CORBA  |258 |[NA [3.02 |[NA (351 [NA [1.69 |[NA |(2.97 |NA
6030
PO-1-06- Facility Availability (Loop Qudification) - Web GUI |2.58 (4.61 |3.02 [5.21 [3.51 (4.61 [1.69 |4.25 (2.97 |4.06
6050
PO-1-07- Rejected Query - EDI 0.05 |2.69 |0.04 [2.62 [0.04 [2.14 |0.04 |2.17 |0.03 |2.28
6020
PO-1-07- Rejected Query - CORBA 0.05 |0.68 |0.04 [0.6 |[0.04 [0.61 [0.04 |0.64 |0.03 |0.62
6030
PO-1-07- Rejected Query - Web GUI 0.05 [3.52 |0.04 [3.38 [0.04 (3.2 |0.04 |2.86 |0.03 |2.92
6050
PO-1-08- % Timeouts - EDI 0.9 0.17 0.09 1.01 1.57
6020
PO-1-08- % Timeouts - CORBA 0 0 0.05 0.02 0.21
6030
PO-1-08- % Timeouts - Web GUI 1.23 0.21 0.09 0.01 0.01
6050
PO-1-09- Parsed CSR - EDI 141 (2.07 (1.31 |1.88 |1.33 |1.91 |1.32 |1.85 |1.42 |1.79
6020
PO-1-09- Parsed CSR - CORBA 1.41 |0.36 (1.31 |0.31 |1.33 |0.29 |1.32 |0.28 |1.42 |0.31
6030
PO-2 - OSS Interface Availability
PO-2-01- OSSInterf. Avail. — Totd - EDI 99.97 99.97 ab
6020
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Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes
Number Full Name vz |CLE |[vZ |CLE |[VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE

C C C C C

PO-2-01- OSSInterf. Avail. — Totd - CORBA 99.9 99.95 ab
6030
PO-2-01- OSSInterf. Avail. — Totd - Maint. Web GUI 96.05 99.4 b
6040 (RETAS)
PO-2-01- OSS Interf. Avall. — Totd - Pre-order/Order WEB 96.05 99.4 b
6050 GUI
PO-2-01- OSSInterf. Avall. - Totd - Electronic Bonding 100 100 ab
6060
PO-2-02- OSSInterf. Avall. — Pime Time - EDI 99.99 100 100 100 100 |ab,c,d,e
6020
PO-2-02- OSSInterf. Avall. — Pime Time- CORBA 99.99 100 100 99.96 100 |ab,c,d,e
6030
PO-2-02- OSS Interf. Avail. — Pime Time - Maint. Web GUI 98.12 99.54 100 99.93 99.83|a,b,c,d,e
6040 (RETAS)
PO-2-02- OSS Interf. Avall. — Prime Time - Pre-order/Order 98.12 99.54 100 99.93 99.83|ab,c,d,e
6050 WEB GUI
PO-2-02- OSS Interf. Avail - Prime Time - Electronic Bonding 100 100 100 100 100 |ab,cde
6060
PO-2-03- OSS Interf. Avail. — Non-Prime - EDI 99.93 99.91 100 99.71 99.91|ab,c,d,e
6020
PO-2-03- OSS Interf. Avall. — Non-Prime - CORBA 99.76 99.86 99.89 99.13 99.86 |a,b,c,d,e
6030
PO-2-03- OSS Interf. Avail. — Non-Prime - Maint. Web GUI 92.94 99.14 99.59 98.43 99.82|b,c,d,e
6040 (RETAYS)
PO-2-03- OSS Interf. Avall. — Non-Prime - Pre-order/Order 92.94 99.14 99.59 98.43 99.82|b,c,d,e
6050 WEB GUI
PO-2-03- OSS Interf. Avail - Non-Prime - Electronic Bonding 100 100 100 100 100 |ab,cde
6060
PO-8 - Manual L oop Qualification
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Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes
Number Full Name VzZz |CLE |vVZz |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE

C C C C C

PO-8-01- Average Response Time - Manud Loop Qudification NEF NEF ubD ubD UD |ab,cde
2000
PO-8-02- Average Response Time - Engineering Record NA NA NA NA NA
2000 Request
Change Notification
PO-4 - Timeliness of Change M anagement Notice
PO-4-01- % Notices Sent on Time- Emergency Maint. 100 100 ab
6611
PO-4-01- % Notices Sent on Time- Regulatory NA NA
6621
PO-4-01- % Notices Sent on Time- Industry Standard NA NA
6631
PO-4-01- % Notices Sent on Time- Verizon Orig. NA NA
6641
PO-4-01- % Notices Sent on Time- CLEC Orig. NA NA
6651
PO-4-01- % Notices Sent on Time- Industry Standard, Verizon Orig. & NA 100 NA
6660 CLEC Orig.
PO-4-01- % Notices Sent on Time- Emergency Maint. & 100 100 100
6671 Regulatory
Change Confirmation
PO-4 — Timeliness of Change M anagement Notice
PO-4-01- % Notices Sent on Time - Regulatory NA NA 100| a,e
6622
PO-4-01- % Notices Sent on Time - Ind. Std.
6632
PO-4-01- % Notices Sent on Time - Verizon Orig. a
6642
PO-4-01- % Notices Sent on Time - CLEC Orig.
6652
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Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes
Number Full Name VzZz |CLE |vVZz |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE

C C C C C

PO-4-01- % Notices Sent on Time - Ind. Sd., Verizon Orig. & CLEC NA NA 100
6662 Orig.
TROUBLE REPORTING (OSS)
MR-1- Response Time OSS Maintenance I nterface
MR-1-01- Create Trouble 593 |6.3 |6.07 |5.72 [5.97 [3.92 [5.72 |3.69 |6.22 |3.6
2000
MR-1-02- Status Trouble 4.7 |3.24 |5.01 |145 |5.56 |0.45 [5.57 [0.45 [5.43 [0.39
2000
MR-1-03- Modify Trouble 5.86 |6 6.02 [8.03 |59 [8.62 [5.67 |0.46 (6.24 |[NA |ab,cd
2000
MR-1-04- Request Cancellaion of Trouble 7 8.13 |7.17 |7.97 |7.14 |6.02 |6.76 (2.42 |7.43 |2.22 |d
2000
MR-1-05- Trouble Report History (by TN/Circuit) 0.55 |2.59 |0.39 [1.75 [0.33 (1.01 [0.32 |1.16 |0.52 |0.99
2000
MR-1-06- Test Trouble (POTS Only)-RETAIL only 62.41(47.15(62.6 |45.25|56.04(44.96|56.18|44 |56.88|46.33
2000
BILLING
Bl-1- Timeliness of Daily Usage Feed
Bl-1-02-2030 | % DUF in 4 Business Days 99.88 99.54 99.87 99.75 99.91|ab
Bl-2 —Timeliness of Carrier Bill
Bl-2-01-2030 | Timdiness of Carier Bill 98.46 98.78 99.09 99.32 95.54
BI-3 - Billing Accuracy
BI-3-01-2030 | % Billing Adjustments - Dollars Adjusted 0.6 (0.02 |1.25 |0.79
BI-3-02-2030 | % Billing Adjusments - Number of Adjusments 0.23 |0.01 |0.27 |0.01
RESALE (ORDERING)
POTS & Pre-qualified Complex - Electronically Submitted
OR-1—Order Confirmation Timeliness
OR-1-02- % On Time LSRC — How Through 99.55 99.72 99.61 99.87 99.9
2320
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Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes
Number Full Name vz |CLE |[VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE [VZ |CLE

C C C C C

OR-1-04- % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check 95.35 97.44 99.41 99.29 99.34
2100
OR-1-06- % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check 98.9 99.36 99.73 99.68 100
2320
OR-2 — Regect Timeliness
OR-2-02- % On Time LSR Reject — Flow Through 99.53 99.92 99.78 99.9 99.96
2320
OR-2-04- % On Time LSR/ASR Reject No Facility Check 92.58 93.72 99.88 99.26 99.61
2320
OR-2-06- % On Time LSR/ASR Reect Facility Check 100 98.3 100 100 100 |a
2320
2 Wire Digital Services
OR-1—Order Confirmation Timeliness- Requiring L oop
Qualification
OR-1-04- % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Fecility Check 100 98.15 100 99.31 100
2341
OR-1-06- % On Time LSRC/ASRC Fecility Check 100 100 100 100 100 |a
2341
OR-2 — Rgect Timeliness- Requiring L oop Qualification
OR-2-04- % On Time LSR/ASR Reject No Fecility Check 100 98.91 100 100 100
2341
OR-2-06- % On Time LSR/ASR Reect Facility Check NA 100 100 100 100 |bd
2341
POTS/ Special Services- Aggregate
OR-3 - Percent Reects
OR-3-01- % Rejects 46.19 40.85 34.94 32.87 31.96
2000
OR-4 — Timeliness of Completion Notification
OR-4-02- Completion Notice (BCN) — % On Time 98.78 84.65
2000
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Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes
Number Full Name vz |CLE |[VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE [VZ |CLE

C C C C C

OR-4-05- Work Completion Notice (PCN) — % On Time 99.79 100
2000
OR-5 - Percent FlowThrough
OR-5-01- % Flow Through - Totdl 52.47 52.11 48.48 43.16 48.27
2000
OR-5-03- % FHow Through Achieved 94.58 94.47 96.64 93.78 95
2000
OR-6 - Order Accuracy
OR-6-01- % Accuracy - Orders 93.31 93.7 90.29 92.98 96.58
2000
OR-6-02- % Accuracy — Opportunities 99.23 99.2
2000
OR-6-03- % Accuracy — LSRC 100 99.77 0.1 0.17 0.13
2000
OR-7 - Order Completeness
OR-7-01- % Order Confirmation/Reects sent within 3 Business 99.42 99.6 99.46 99.45 99.57
2000 Days
Special Services— Electronically Submitted
OR-1—Order Confirmation Timeliness
OR-1-04- % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Fecility Check DSO NA NA NA NA NA
2210
OR-1-04- % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check DS1 NA NA NA NA NA
2211
OR-1-04- % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check DS3 NA NA NA NA NA
2213
OR-1-04- % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Fecility Check (Non 96.73 97.12 99.18 100 99.41
2214 DS0, DS1, & DS3)
OR-1-06- % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check DSO NA NA NA NA NA
2210
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Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes
Number Full Name vz |CLE |[VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE [VZ |CLE

C C C C C
OR-1-06- % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check DS1 NA NA NA NA NA
2211
OR-1-06- % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check DS3 NA NA NA NA NA
2213
OR-1-06- % On Time LSRC/ASRC Fecility Check (Non DS, 100 100 94.44 94.59 97.14
2214 DS1, & DS3)
OR-2 —Regject Timeliness
OR-2-04- % On Time LSR/ASR Reject No Facility Check 96.82 96.95 100 100 100
2200
OR-2-06- % On Time LSR/ASR Reect Facility Check 100 100 100 96.97 100 |ab
2200
RESALE (PROVISIONING)
POTS—Provisoning - Total
PR-2 - Average Completed Interval
PR-2-04-2100| Average Interval Completed - Dispatch (6-9Lines) [4.65 (45 |4.16 (3.4 ab
PR-2-05-2100| Average Interva Completed - Dispaich (>=10Lines)[3.5 |7 5.33 18.83
PR-4 - Missed Appointments
PR-4-02-2100| Average Delay Days— Totdl 3.11 |2.08 |3.25 |3.42 (2.83 |25 |[2.74 |4.17 |3.07 [2.22
PR-4-03-2100| % Missed Appointment — Customer 177 1265 (1.5 [191 |1.57 |2.61 2.24 2.22 |ab,cde
PR-4-04-2100| % Missed Appointment — Verizon — Dispatch 596 |5.21 |58 |5.63 [5.17 |3.58 |5.03 [3.81 |5.07 |4.66
PR-4-05-2100| % Missed Appointment — Verizon — No Dispatch 0.03 |0.04 |0.02 [0.03 [0.01 |0 0.01 |0 0.01 |0
PR-4-08-2100| % Missed Appt. — Customer — Late Order Conf. 0 0.04
PR-6 — Ingtallation Quality
PR-6-01-2100| % Ingtdlation Troubles reported within 30 Days 4,04 265 |3.31 |2.22 [3.12 |2.45 [3.06 [1.65 [2.66 (2.31
PR-6-02-2100| % Ingdlation Troubles reported within 7 Days 259 |1.5 (205 |1.51
PR-6-03-2100| % Ingt. Troubles reported w/ in 30 Days - 3.13 |2.07 |2.73 |1.32 (253 [1.92 1.34 1.65

FOK/TOK/CPE

PR-8 — Open Ordersin aHold Status
PR-8-01-2100|Open Ordersin aHold Status > 30 Days 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes
Number Full Name vz |CLE |[VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE [VZ |CLE

C C C C C
PR-8-02-2100{Open Ordersin a Hold Status > 90 Days 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
POTS—Business
PR-2 — Average Completed Interval
PR-2-01-2110| Average Interva Completed — Total No Dispatch 0.65 [1.26 |0.57 [0.86
PR-2-03-2110| Average Interval Completed — Dispatch (1-5Lines) |3.66 |4.57 [3.62 |3.95
POTS— Residence
PR-2 — Average Completed Interval
PR-2-01-2120| Average Interva Completed — Total No Dispaich 0.49 |1.27 |0.37 |1.22
PR-2-03-2120| Average Interval Completed — Dispatch (1-5Lines) (3.72 |4.38 (3.49 |4.31
POTS & Complex Aggregate
PR-2 — Average Completed Interval
PR-2-18-2103| Average Interval Completed — Disconnects 3.76 |342 (34 |24
2-Wire Digital Services
PR-2 — Average Completed Interval
PR-2-01-2341| Average Interval Completed — Total No Dispatch 1.75 |1.65 [1.84 |2.28
PR-2-02-2341| Average Interval Completed — Total Digpatch 44 |5.63 |4.46 (6.43 ab
PR-4 - Missed Appointments
PR-4-02-2341| Average Delay Days— Tota 7.35 |INA |6.26 |3 431 |35 |4.62 |[NA |4.74 |85.67|b,ce
PR-4-03-2341| % Missed Appointment — Customer 11.27|3.33 (8.79 |1.69 |10.34|0 4.81 571 |ab,cde
PR-4-04-2341| % Missed Appointment — Verizon — Dispatch 992 [0 |71 [526 [546 [10 [122 [0 [5.29 |0
PR-4-05-2341| % Missed Appointment — Verizon — No Dispatch 0.37 |0 0 0 0 1.69 |0 0 0 2.04
PR-4-08-2341| % Missed Appt. — Customer — Late Order Conf. 0 0 0 0 0
PR-6 — Ingtallation Quality
PR-6-01-2341|% Ingdl. Troubles Reported within 30 Days 194 (276 (141 |2.06 |1.3 |1.18 |1.04 |0 061 |1
PR-6-03-2341|% Ingal. Troubles Reported w/in 30 Days - 4.07 |1.66 |3.72 |3.09 (2.44 |0.59 1.46 2.67

FOK/TOK/CPE

PR-8 — Open Ordersin aHold Status
PR-8-01-2341|Open Ordersin a Hold Status > 30 Days 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PR-8-02-2341|Open Ordersin a Hold Status > 90 Days 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0




Federal Communications Commission FCC 02-118

Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes
Number Full Name VzZz |CLE |vVZz |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE

C C C C C
Special Services— Provisoning
PR-2 — Average Completed Interval
PR-2-01-2200| Average Interva Completed — Total No Dispatch 14.67|7.86 (29.63(9.83 ab
PR-2-02-2200| Average Interva Completed — Total Dispatch 17.3 |15.56(15.62(21.91
PR-2-06-2200| Average Interva Completed — DSO 12.97|9.69 (15.78(9.77
PR-2-07-2200| Average Interva Completed — DS1 21.92(17.8 [17.38(29.31
PR-2-08-2200| Average Interva Completed — DS3 99.25|NA |53.08|NA
PR-2-18-2200| Average Interva Completed — Disconnects 11.08|6.5 |[10.33|6.65
PR-4 - Missed Appointments
PR-4-01-2200| % Missed Appointment — Verizon — Tota
PR-4-01-2210| % Missed Appointment — Verizon — DSO 2.87 |0 10.96|0 349 |5 2.22 |0 463 |0
PR-4-01-2211| % Missed Appointment — Verizon — DS1 24.03(6.25 [21.86(5.56 |14.88|0 11.61|0 15.68|0 d
PR-4-01-2213| % Missed Appointment — Verizon — DS3 80 |[NA [66.67|NA [57.14|NA |[85.71|NA |83.33|NA
PR-4-01-2214| % Missed Appointment — Verizon — Special Other  [5.41 |0 18.03|0 7.32 |0 10.26|0 1.56 |0 ab,c,d
PR-4-02-2200| Average Delay Days— Total 22.58|7 19.66|146 |10.45|16 |14.85|NA |10.71|NA |ab,c
PR-4-03-2200| % Missed Appointment — Customer 21.66(11.11(21.78(15.38|21.25(24.24 6.67 14 |ab,cde
PR-4-08-2200| % Missed Appt. — Customer — Due to Late Order 0 0 3.03 0 0

Conf.
PR-6- Ingtallation Quality
PR-6-01-2200| % Ingdlation Troubles reported within 30 Days 212 14.95 [2.33 |7.69 |1.81 |4.01 |2.75 [1.68 |1.65 [1.95
PR-6-03-2200| % Inst. Troubles reported w/ in 30 Days - 098 |0 1.02 |5.13 |1.86 |2.19 0.72 0.65
FOK/TOK/CPE

PR-8 — Open Ordersin aHold Status
PR-8-01-2200|Open Ordersin aHold Status > 30 Days 4.64 |2.78 |1.38 |0 0.66 |0 044 |0 021 |0
PR-8-02-2200|Open Ordersin aHold Status > 90 Days 2.81 (2.78 [0.88 |0 0.16 |0 0 0 0 0
RESALE (MAINTENANCE)
POTS— Maintenance
MR-2 —Trouble Report Rate
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Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes
Number Full Name VzZz |CLE |vVZz |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE

C C C C C

MR-2-02- Network Trouble Report Rate — Loop 1.12 |0.39 (1.02 |0.37 |0.8 |0.34 |0.91 |0.3 |0.84 |0.33
2100
MR-2-03- Network Trouble Report Rate — Centrd Office 0.1 |0.05 |0.1 |[0.06 [0.09 [0.05 [0.08 |0.04 [0.09 |0.06
2100
MR-2-04- % Subsequent Reports 18.33|4.92 (17.13|5.96 |15.06|8.72 7.67 6.86
2100
MR-2-05- % CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate 0.92 |0.36 |0.83 |0.32 [0.65 [0.29 0.27 0.3
2100
M R-3 —Missed Repair Appointments
MR-3-01- % Missed Repair Appointment — Loop Bus. 12.17|5.87 (12.78|7.14 |9.59 |9.83 |13.06|10.74|12.2 |7.51
2110
MR-3-01- % Missed Repair Appointment — Loop Res. 9.09 |4.11 |819 |34 |(8.29 |4.78 (9.07 |6.64 |7.61 |6.22
2120
MR-3-02- % Missed Repair Appointment — Centrd Office Bus. [12.34(13.13(14.46|11.57|14.51|13.04|9.04 (8.08 |9.64 |(8.53
2110
MR-3-02- % Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office Res. [6.49 (3.23 (8.48 |3.33 |8.73 |11.11|6.59 |0 5.73 [14.29
2120
MR-3-03- % CPE/TOK/FOK - Missed Appointment 5.86 |6.79 |5.68 [10.53(5.89 [7.31 4.2 4.73
2100
MR-3-04- % Missed Repair Appointment - No Double Dispatch [5.48 (3.11 (4.85 |3.32
2100
MR-3-05- % Missed Repair Appointment - Double Dispatch 43.07|30.09|40.88|30.97
2100
M R-4 —Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-01- Mean Time To Reparr — Tota 20.94(13.91(18.83(13.22|17.12|12.96|18.31|13.1 |16.74|12.31
2100
MR-4-02- Mean Time To Repair — Loop Trouble - Bus. 14.28|13.07(13.54|12.48|12.01{12.88|13.09(12.38|12.18 |10.85
2110
MR-4-02- Mean Time To Repair — Loop Trouble - Res. 23.23(17.63(20.63(15.8 |19.03|15.36|20.01|16.53|18.74|19.15
2120
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Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes
Number Full Name vz |CLE |[VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE [VZ |CLE

C C C C C

MR-4-03- Mean Time To Repair — Centrd Office Trouble - Bus,|11.4 (9.74 |10.21(10.91(9.15 (9.6 (8.69 |9.01 [6.78 |8.9
2110
MR-4-03- Mean Time To Repair — Centrd Office Trouble - Res,|12.37(11.28|12.73(16.48(10.83|6.44 {10.53|8.05 (9.03 |7.11
2120
MR-4-04- % Cleared (al troubles) within 24 Hours 69.5 |85.1 |73.81|87.32|78.44|87.32|75.58(87.84|79.8 [89.16
2100
MR-4-06- % Out of Service > 4 Hours 81.75|71.83|79.73|70.45(77.11|68.84 | 78.18 |66.42| 76.25 |62.55
2100
MR-4-07- % Out of Service > 12 Hours 60.94(46.05(58 |42.73|55.55|41.26|56.89|43.48|54.33|39.51
2100
MR-4-08- % Out of Service > 24 Hours - Bus. 16.15(12.67(13.53|10.53|10.44|10.83|13.13|9.93 |11.49|8.52
2110
MR-4-08- % Out of Service > 24 Hours - Res. 32.84|21.54|28.29|17.48(23.73|16.98 |26.15|16.82|21.88 {22.63
2120
M R-5 — Repeat Trouble Reports
MR-5-01- % Repest Reports within 30 Days 19.53|17.84(19.09(14.25|16.97(18.01|18.93|16.96|17.67 |15.44
2100
2-Wire Digital Services- Maintenance
MR-2 —Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-02- Network Trouble Report Rate — Loop 0.3 |0.58 |0.31 |048 [0.21 |0.53 |0.17 [0.23 |0.22 |0.53
2341
MR-2-03- Network Trouble Report Rate — Centra Office 0.17 |0.07 |0.14 |0.11 |0.16 |0.23 |0.08 [0.12 |0.1 |0.38
2341
MR-2-04- % Subsequent Reports 27.41(18.18(27.72(20 |31.16|0 18.18 20
2341
MR-2-05- % CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate 0.93 |1.26 |0.99 [1.99 [0.75 |0.94 0.58 1.85
2341
M R-3 —Missed Repair Appointments
MR-3-01- % Missed Repair Appointment — Loop 35.83|37.5 |41.97|23.08(48.09|21.43(28.57|16.67|41.04 {42.86 |d
2341

C-16




Federal Communications Commission FCC 02-118
Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes
Number Full Name VzZz |CLE |vVZz |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE

C C C C C

MR-3-02- % Missed Repair Appointment — Centra Office 34.58|0 45.35|33.33(22.77|33.33(27.66 (33.33(44.44|130 |ab,cd
2341
MR-3-03- % CPE/TOK/FOK - Missed Appointment 22.13(31.43|27.32(48.15(17.24(12 13.33 12.24
2341
MR-3-04- % Missed Repair Appointment - No Double Dispatch (22.47|120  |22.14|25 b
2341
MR-3-05- % Missed Repair Appointment - Double Dispatch 66.67|50 (68.8 |40 ab
2341
M R-4 — Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-01- Mean Time To Repar — Tota 26.72(30.05|35.34(17.96|24.94(35.63|25.59|42.4 |28.97|21.14|d
2341
MR-4-02- Mean Time To Repair — Loop Trouble 28.68(32.75|36.14 (19.21|30.45(25.52|28.83|46.34|30.9 |26.75|d
2341
MR-4-03- Mean Time To Repair — Central Office Trouble 23.3 |8.45 [33.54|12.54|17.78|59.22|18.36(34.5 |24.87|13.28|a,b,c,d
2341
MR-4-04- % Cleared (al troubles) within 24 Hours 66.33(61.11|57.71|75 |68.1 |65 |69.08|55.56|57.87|66.67 |d
2341
MR-4-07- % Out of Service > 12 Hours 40.58|70 |46.24|40 [45.65|66.67(32.2 |50 (47.95|88.89|c,d,e
2341
MR-4-08- % Out of Service > 24 Hours 26.81(40 [27.96(10 |20.65(66.67|22.03|25 |34.25|22.22|c,d,e
2341
M R-5— Repeat Trouble Reports
MR-5-01- % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 18.03(33.33(14.34|25 |19.83|5 13.82(22.22(16.24|16.67 |d
2341
Special Services- Maintenance
M R-2 — Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-01- Network Trouble Report Rate 0.24 |10.19 |0.24 |0.2 (0.2 |0.16 [0.21 |0.17 [0.21 |0.14
2200
MR-2-05- % CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate 0.29 |0.23 |0.31 |0.33 [0.27 |0.23 0.23 0.26
2200
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Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes
Number Full Name vz |CLE |[vZ |CLE |[VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE

C C C C C

M R-4 —Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-01- Mean Time To Repair — Tota 6.9 |7.87 |7.76 |7.01
2200
MR-4-01- Mean Time To Repair — Totd - Non DSO & DSO 6.52 8.01 577 6.11 6.45 6.16
2216
MR-4-01- Mean Time To Repair — Totd - DS1 & DS3 6.99 6.67| 6.68 4.31 599 8.02
2217
MR-4-04- % Cleared (dl troubles) within 24 Hours 97.82198.67|97.441|97.4
2200
MR-4-04- % Cleared (adl troubles) within 24 Hours - Non DSO 97.99 95.12| 98.07| 100 97.85| 95.56
2216 & DSO
MR-4-04- % Cleared (al troubles) within 24 Hours - DS1 & 97.4 100/ 97.03 100 98.2 100
2217 DS3
MR-4-06- % Out of Service > 4 Hours 61.32(73.77|58.91|75.41
2200
MR-4-06- % Out of Service > 4 Hours- Non DS0 & DSO 57.421 75/50.81] 62.5 59.75| 52.63
2216
MR-4-06- % Out of Service> 4 Hours- DS1 & DS3 61.78 57.89| 59.7| 46.67| 53.18| 87.5
2217
MR-4-08- % Out of Service> 24 Hours 208 |1.64 (25 |0
2200
MR-4-08- % Out of Service> 24 Hours- Non DS0O & DSO 1.9 6.25 1.89 0 2.07| 2.63
2216
MR-4-08- % Out of Service> 24 Hours- DS1 & DS3 2.62 0 2.99 0 1.82 0
2217
M R-5— Repeat Trouble Reports
MR-5-01- % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 18.18|14.67(16.89|19.48|18.25(22.58|13.38 (22.39|17.79|12.96
2200
UNE (ORDERING)
Platform |
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Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes
Number Full Name vz |CLE |[vZ |CLE |[VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE

C C C C C

OR-1-Order Confirmation Timeliness
OR-1-02- % On Time LSRC — How Through 99.64 99.94 97.4 99.76 99.88
3143
OR-1-04- % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check 92.66 96.96 98.02 95.79 96.74
3143
OR-1-06- % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check 96.15 100 99.4 99.17 98.95
3143
OR-2 — Regect Timeliness
OR-2-02- % On Time LSR Regect — How Through 99.14 99.93 99.34 99.72 99.92
3143
OR-2-04- % On Time LSR/ASR Reject No Facility Check 95.34 98.44 99.79 99.75 99.75
3143
OR-2-06- % On Time LSR/ASR Reject Facility Check 100 100 100 100 100 |a
3143
OR-6 - Order Accuracy
OR-6-01- % Accuracy - Orders 97.64 934 90.28 100 UR |de
3143
OR-6-02- % Accuracy — Opportunities 99.75 98.97
3143
OR-6-03- % Accuracy — LSRC 99.42 98.62 0 0 0.11
3143
OR-7 - Order Completeness
OR-7-01- % Order Confirmation/Reects sent within 3 Business 99.86 99.89 99.87 99.6 99.8
3143 Days
L oop/Pre-qualified Complex/L NP
OR-1-Order Confirmation Timeliness
OR-1-02- % On Time LSRC — How Through 99.06 99.76 99.73 99.88 99.9
3331
OR-1-04- % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check 94.19 98.88 99.32 99.26 99.45
3331
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Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes

Number Full Name vz |CLE |[VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE [VZ |CLE
C C C C C

OR-1-06- % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check 93.1 99 99.24 99.63 99.57

3331

OR-2 —Reject Timeliness

OR-2-02- % On Time LSR Reject — Flow Through 99.88 99.95 99.83 99.88 100

3331

OR-2-04- % On Time LSR/ASR Reject No Facility Check 91.98 98.72 99.64 99.37 99.45

3331

OR-2-06- % On Time LSR/ASR Regect Facility Check 96.15 100 100 100 100

3331

OR-6 - Order Accuracy

OR-6-01- % Accuracy - Orders 95.47 99.26 98.37

3331

OR-6-01- % Accuracy - Orders 98.56 98.27

3332

OR-6-02- % Accuracy — Opportunities 99.79 99.63

3332

OR-6-03- % Accuracy —LSRC 0.58 0.5 0.38

3331

OR-6-03- % Accuracy — LSRC 99.74 99.54

3332

OR-7 - Order Completeness

OR-7-01- % Order Confirmation/Reects sent within 3 Business 99.8 99.82 99.83 99.87 99.88

3331 Days

2WireDigital Services

OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness- Requiring L oop

Qualification

OR-1-04- % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Fecility Check 98.72 98.7 99.44 100 98.67

3341

OR-1-06- % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check NA NA NA NA NA

3341
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Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes
Number Full Name vz |CLE |[VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE [VZ |CLE

C C C C C

OR-2 — Rgect Timeliness- Requiring Loop Qualification
OR-2-04- % On Time LSR/ASR Reject No Facility Check 100 99 100 100 98.28
3341
OR-2-06- % On Time LSR/ASR Reect Facility Check NA NA NA NA NA
3341
2WirexDSL Loops
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness- Requiring L oop
Quialification
OR-1-04- % On Time LSRC/ASRC- No Facility Check 98.9 98.05 98.98 98.96 100
3342
OR-1-06- % On Time LSRC/ASRC - Facility Check NA 100 NA NA NA |b
3342
OR-2 — Rgject Timeliness- Requiring Loop Qualification
OR-2-04- % On Time LSR/ASR Regect- No Facility Check 100 100 100 100 100
3342
OR-2-06- % On Time LSR/ASR Reect Facility Check NA NA NA NA NA
3342
2WirexDSL Line Sharing
OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeiness- Requiring L oop
Qualification
OR-1-04- % On Time LSRC/ASRC- No Facility Check 100 95.12 a
3343
OR-1-06- % On Time LSRC/ASRC - Fecility Check NA NA
3343
OR-2 —Regject Timeliness- Requiring Loop Qualification
OR-2-04- % On Time LSR/ASR Reect- No Facility Check 100 100 ab
3343
OR-2-06- % On Time LSR/ASR Reect Facility Check NA NA
3343
2WirexDSL Line Sharing & Line Splitting
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Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes
Number Full Name vz |CLE |[VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE [VZ |CLE

C C C C C

OR-1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness- Requiring L oop
Quialification
OR-1-04- % On Time LSRC - No Facility Check 100 100 100
3340
OR-1-06- % On Time LSRC/ASRC - Fecility Check NA NA NA
3340
OR-2 —Regject Timeliness - Requiring Loop Qualification
OR-2-04- % On Time LSR Rgect- No Fecility Check 100 100 100
3340
OR-2-06- % On Time LSR/ASR Reect Facility Check NA NA NA
3340
POTS/ Special Services- Aggregate
OR-3 - Percent Reects
OR-3-01- % Rejects (ASRs + LSRS) 27.72 23.24 19.9 18.25 18.74
3000
OR-4 — Timéliness of Completion Notification
OR-4-02- Completion Notice (BCN) — % On Time 99.2 98.65
3000
OR-4-05- Work Completion Notice (PCN) — % On Time 99.99 100
3000
OR-5 - Percent Flow-Through
OR-5-01- % How Through - Total (ASRs + LSRS) 59.19 73.51 72.89 72.64 74.04
3000
OR-5-03- % How Through Achieved 97.1 96.87 97.52 96.73 96.94
3000
Special Services- Electronically Submitted
OR-1—Order Confirmation Timeliness (ASRs + L SRS)
OR-1-04- % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Fecility Check DSO NA NA NA NA NA
3210
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Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes

Number Full Name vz |CLE |[vZ |CLE |[VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE
C C C C C

OR-1-04- % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check DS1 NA NA NA NA NA

3211

OR-1-04- % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check DS3 NA NA NA NA NA

3213

OR-1-04- % On Time LSRC/ASRC No Facility Check (Non 98.92 96.13 98.82 99.4 99.08

3214 DS0, DS, & DS3)

OR-1-06- % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check DSO NA NA NA NA NA

3210

OR-1-06- % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check DS1 74.05 86.88 91.19 93.2 81.1

3211

OR-1-06- % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check DS3 100 42.86 83.33 75 80 |acd

3213

OR-1-06- % On Time LSRC/ASRC Facility Check (Non DS0, 100 96.34 98.2 94.9 98.67 |a

3214 DS1 & DS3)

OR-2 —Regject Timeliness (ASRs + L SRs)

OR-2-04- % On Time LSR/ASR Reject No Facility Check 100 100 100 100 99.19

3200

OR-2-06- % On Time LSR/ASR Reect Facility Check 92.16 95.21 96.49 96.67 99.44

3200

Special Services- FAX/MAIL Submitted

OR-1-Order Confirmation Timeiness

OR-1-08- % On Time ASRC No Facility Check DSO NA NA NA NA NA

3210

OR-1-08- % On Time ASRC No Fecility Check DS1 NA NA

3211

OR-1-08- % On Time ASRC No Facility Check DS3 NA NA

3213

OR-1-08- % On Time ASRC No Facility Check (Non DS, NA NA

3214 DS1 & DS3)
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Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes
Number Full Name vz |CLE |[VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE [VZ |CLE
C C C C C
OR-1-10- % On Time ASRC Facility Check DSO NA NA
3210
OR-1-10- % On Time ASRC Fecility Check DS1 NA 100 NA NA 100 |be
3211
OR-1-10- % On Time ASRC Facility Check DS3 NA NA NA NA NA
3213
OR-1-10- % On Time ASRC Facility Check (Non DSO, DS1 & NA NA NA NA NA
3214 DS3)
OR-2 — Regect Timeliness
OR-2-08- % On Time ASR Reject No Facility Check NA NA NA NA NA
3200
OR-2-10- % On Time ASR Regect Fecility Check NA NA NA NA NA
3200
UNE (PROVISIONING)
POTS- Provisoning
PR-2 - Average Completed I nterval
PR-2-01-3111|Av. Completed Interva - Total No Digpatch — Hot 7.62 5.68
Cut Loop
PR-2-01-3122|Av. Completed Interva - Total No Dispaich - Other  |0.65 |[NA |0.57 |NA
(UNE Switch & INP)
PR-2-01-3140|Av. Completed Interva - Total No Dispatch - 0.65 |1.57 |0.57 |2.19
Patform
PR-2-03-3112|Av. Completed Interva - Dispaich (1-5 Lines) — Loop|3.66 |4.28 |3.62 |5.02
PR-2-03-3140|Av. Completed Interva - Dispatch (1-5 Lines) - 366 |451 |3.62 |4.17
Patform
PR-2-04-3112|Av. Completed Interval - Dispatch (6-9 Lines) — 465 [NA [4.16 |75 b
Loop
PR-2-04-3140|Av. Completed Interva - Dispatch (6-9 Lines) - 4.65 |85 |4.16 |4.67 ab
Platform
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Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes
Number Full Name VzZz |CLE |vVZz |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE
C C C C C
PR-2-05-3112|Av. Completed Interva - Dispatch (>=10Lines)— |35 |45 |5.33 |10 ab
Loop
PR-2-05-3140|Av. Completed Interva - Dispatch (>=10Lines)- (3.5 |NA |[5.33 |NA
Patform
PR-4 - Missed Appointments
PR-4-02-3100| Average Delay Days— Total 311 |2 3.25 [2.19 |2.83 [2.31 [2.74 |2.86 |3.07 |2.2
PR-4-03-3100| % Missed Appt. — Customer 1.77 |1.08 (1.5 |1.01 |1.57 |2.81 3.24 3.58 |ab,cde
PR-4-04-3113| % Missed Appt. —Verizon —Dispatch - Loop New [5.96 |3.2 |5.8 |1.21 |5.17 |0.72 |5.03 [0.66 [5.07 [1.56
PR-4-04-3140| % Missed Appt. —Verizon —Dispatch - Plaform  [5.96 |2.62 |5.8 |5.77 |5.17 |4.26 |5.03 |7.48 [5.07 |5.28
PR-4-04-3520| % Missed Appt. — Verizon — Digpatch - Hot Cut 5.96 [0.32 |5.8 |[0.71
Loop
PR-4-05-3111| % Missed Appt. — Verizon — No Dispatch - Hot Cut {0.03 |0 0.02 |0.33
Loop
PR-4-05-3121| % Missed Appt. — Verizon — No Dispatch — Other  |0.03 |[NA |0.02 |NA
PR-4-05-3140| % Missed Appt. — Verizon — No Dispatch - Platform [0.03 |0 0.02 |0 0.01 |0 0.01 |0 0.01 |0
PR-6 — Ingtallation Quality
PR-6-01-3100| % Ingdlation Troubles reported within 30 Days - 4.04 |1.26 |3.31 |1.56
Loop
PR-6-01-3112| % Ingdlation Troubles reported within 30 Days - 312 1.73] 3.06] 193 2.66 2.01
Loop
PR-6-01-3121| % Ingtdlation Troubles reported within 30 Days - 404 |11 |3.31 |1.32 [3.12 |1.06 [3.06 [1.41 [2.66 |1.07
Platform
PR-6-02-3112| % Ingd|lation Troubles reported within 7 Days - Loop|2.59 |0.72 |2.05 |0.79
PR-6-02-3121| % Ingdlation Troubles reported within 7 Days - 2.59 |0.45 |2.05 |0.62
Platform
PR-6-02-3520| % Ingtdlation Troubles reported within 7 Days - Hot 0.38 0.37 0.44 0.73 0.49
Cut Loop
PR-6-03-3112| % Ingtdlation Troubles reported within 30 Days—  [3.13 |1.92 (2.73 |2.29 |2.53 |2.16 2.14 2.15
FOK/TOK/CPE —Loop
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Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes
Number Full Name vz |CLE |[VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE [VZ |CLE

C C C C C
PR-6-03-3121| % Ingdlation Troubles reported within 30 Days—  (3.13 |0.87 (2.73 |1.19 |2.53 |0.82 1.16 0.88

FOK/TOK/CPE — Patform
PR-8 — Open Ordersin aHold Status
PR-8-01-3100{Open Ordersin a Hold Status > 30 Days 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PR-8-02-3100|Open Ordersin a Hold Status > 90 Days 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PR-9- Hot
Cuts
PR-9-01-3520| % On Time Performance — Hot Cut 98.02 97.24 98.28 NA 99.31
PR-9-08-3520| Average Duration of Service Interruption 16.61 12.25 13.8 12.98 11.52
POTS & Complex Aggregate
PR-2 — Average Completed Interval
2-Wire Digital Services
PR-2 — Average Completed Interval
PR-2-01-3341| Av. Interval Completed — Total No Dispatch 1.75 |6.02 [1.84 |3.67 b
PR-2-02-3341| Av. Interval Completed — Totd  Dispatch 44 |5.82 |4.46 |6.29
PR-4 - Missed Appointments
PR-4-02-3341| Average Delay Days— Totd 7.35 (175 [6.26 |45 |4.31 |2.33 |4.62 |3 4.74 INA |ab,cd
PR-4-03-3341| % Missed Appointment — Customer 11.27|5.08 [8.79 |8.33 |10.34|13.16 3.95 7.81 |ab,c,de
PR-4-04-3341| % Missed Appointment — Verizon — Dispaich 992 |09 |71 |0 546 |0 122 |0 529 |0
PR-4-05-3341| % Missed Appointment — Verizon — No Dispatch 0.37 |1.22 |0 0 0 NA |0 NA |0 0 b,e
PR-6 — Ingtallation Quality
PR-6-01-3341|% Ingtal. Troubles Reported within 30 Days 1.94 |15.27(1.41 |14.19]6.21 |26.58|6.05 |11.54|5.59 |15.63
PR-6-03-3341|% Ingtall. Troubles Reported within 30 Days— 4.07 |12.32|3.72 |16.22(2.44 |11.39 6.41 21.88
FOK/TOK/CPE

PR-8 — Open Ordersin aHold Status
PR-8-01-3341|Open Ordersin a Hold Status > 30 Days 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PR-8-02-3341|Open Ordersin aHold Status > 90 Days 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2-WirexDSL L oops
PR-2 — Average Completed Interval
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Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes
Number Full Name vz |CLE |[VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE [VZ |CLE
C C C C C

PR-2-01-3342| Av. Interva Completed — Total No Dispatch 5.47 571 b
PR-2-02-3342| Av. Interval Completed — Tota  Dispatch 5.82 6.14
PR-4 - Missed Appointments
PR-4-02-3342| Average Delay Days— Totd 6.4 |2.38 [20.88|5.09 |5.33 |2.75 |8.25 [1.83 |5.7 |4.67 |ac,d.e
PR-4-03-3342| % Missed Appointment — Customer 02 |49 |0.28 |83 |0.64 |7.97 6.25 10.3 |ab,c,de
PR-4-04-3342| % Missed Appointment — Verizon — Dispatch 0.37 0.95 0.56 0.53 0
PR-4-05-3342| % Missed Appointment — Verizon — No Dispatch
PR-4-14-3342|% Completed On Time (with Seriad Number) 97.27 97.99 98.51 97.44 98.55
PR-6 — Ingtallation Quality
PR-6-01-3342|% Ingdl. Troubles Reported within 30 Days 4,04 1598 |13.31 |1.79 [6.21 |6.97 [6.05 [5.15 [5.59 |(3.81
PR-6-03-3342|% Ingal. Troubles Reported within 30 Days - 3.32 |10.54|3.04 |11.27(2.85 [8.31 6.96 8.21

FOK/TOK/CPE
PR-8 — Open Ordersin aHold Status
PR-8-01-3342|Open Ordersin aHold Status > 30 Days 1.72 |0 0 0 0 0 056 |0 0 0
PR-8-02-3342|Open Ordersin aHold Status > 90 Days 172 |0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2-WirexDSL Line Sharing
PR-2 — Average Completed Interval
PR-2-01-3343| Av. Interval Completed — Total No Dispatch 2.99 (3.03 [2.95 (2.83
PR-2-02-3343| Av. Interval Completed — Tota Dispatch 311 |3 3.05 |3 ab
PR-4 - Missed Appointments
PR-4-02-3343| Average Delay Days— Totd 2.63 (1 15 |NA |354 INA |15 [NA |164 [NA |a
PR-4-03-3343| % Missed Appointment — Customer 0.2 ]0.23 |0.28 |1.24 |0.64 |0.63 2.38 2.6 |abcde
PR-4-04-3343| % Missed Appointment — Verizon — Dispaich 0.89 |0 1.72 |0 12 |0 1.68 |0 1.94 |0 C
PR-4-05-3343| % Missed Appointment — Verizon — No Dispatch 0.42 10.25 |0.03 |0 0.36 |0 0.04 |0 0.05 |0
PR-6 — Ingtallation Quality
PR-6-01-3343|% Ingdl. Troubles Reported within 30 Days 0.91 |3.05 |0.63 [1.87 [0.67 [1.24 |0.61 |1.8 |0.47 |1.04
PR-6-03-3343|% Ingal. Troubles Reported within 30 Days - 3.05 |4.46 |3.53 |6.85 [3.51 |8.07 6.59 6.25

FOK/TOK/CPE
PR-8 — Open Ordersin aHold Status

C-27




Federal Communications Commission FCC 02-118

Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes
Number Full Name VzZz |CLE |vVZz |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE

C C C C C
PR-8-01-3343|Open Ordersin a Hold Status > 30 Days 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PR-8-02-3343|Open Ordersin aHold Status > 90 Days 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2-WirexDSL Line Splitting and Line Sharing
PR-4 - Missed Appointments
PR-4-02-3345| Average Delay Days— Tota 3.54NA 1.5(NA 1.64|NA
PR-4-04-3345| % Missed Appointment — Verizon — Dispatch 1.2NA 1.68|NA 1.94|NA
PR-4-05-3345| % Missed Appointment — Verizon — No Dispaich 0.36NA 0.04|NA 0.05|NA
PR-6 — Ingtallation Quality
PR-6-01-3345| % Ingtdl. Troubles Reported within 30 Days 0.67|NA 0.61{NA 0.47|NA
PR-6-03-3345| % Ingd|l. Troubles Reported within 30 Days - 3.51NA NA NA

FOK/TOK/CPE

PR-8 — Open Ordersin aHold Status
PR-8-01-3345| Open Ordersin aHold Status > 30 Days ONA O|NA O|NA
PR-8-02-3345| Open Ordersin aHold Status > 90 Days ONA O|NA O|NA
Special Services- Provisoning
PR-2 — Average Completed Interval
PR-2-01-3200| Av. Interval Completed — Total No Dispatch 14.67|NA [29.63]|18.5 b
PR-2-02-3200| Av. Interval Completed — Tota  Dispatch 17.3 |28.88|15.62|19.64
PR-2-06-3200| Av. Interval Completed — DSO 12.97|NA |[15.78]6.89 b
PR-2-07-3200| Av. Interval Completed — DS1 21.92(29.48(17.38(19.34
PR-2-08-3200| Av. Interval Completed — DS3 99.25|NA |53.08|NA
PR-2-09-3512| Av. Interval Completed — Totd - EEL — Loop 27.27 19.57 b
PR-4 - Missed Appointments
PR-4-01-3200| % Missed Appointment — Verizon — Tota
PR-4-01-3210| % Missed Appointment — Verizon — DSO 2.87 [NA [10.96|0 349 |0 2.22 [NA (463 [NA |bc
PR-4-01-3211| % Missed Appointment — Verizon — DS1 24.03(7.32 [21.86(5.61 |14.88/0.89 |11.61|1.94 |15.68|1.56
PR-4-01-3213| % Missed Appointment — Verizon — DS3 80 |0 66.67|NA |57.14|NA |85.71|NA |83.33|NA |a
PR-4-01-3214| % Missed Appointment — Verizon —Specid Other  [5.41 |[NA [18.03|NA ]7.32 INA |10.26|NA |1.56 |0
PR-4-01-3510| % Missed Appointment — Verizon — Totd - EEL 24.03(12.5 [21.86(11.54|14.88|7.69 |11.61|0 15.68|6.94
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Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes
Number Full Name vz |CLE |[VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE [VZ |CLE

C C C C C
PR-4-01-3530| % Missed Appointment — Verizon — Totd- |OF 80 |0 66.67 |0 57.14(16.67(85.71|28.57(83.33 |0 d
PR-4-02-3200| Average Delay Days— Tota 22.58(7.44 {19.66(15.83|10.45|3 14.85|5 10.71119.5 |ab,c,d,e
PR-4-02-3510| Average Delay Days— Totd - EEL 2312|110 [7.72 |16.67]|9.19 |16.33|12 |NA ]9.28 [13.2 |ab,c.e
PR-4-02-3530| Average Delay Days— Totd - |OF 60.25[NA [75.36|[NA |37.75/63 |38.5 |28.,5 |30.8 |[NA |cd
PR-4-03-3200| % Missed Appointment — Customer 21.66(49.67(21.78 |42.86 |21.25(35.34 38.18 48.98|a,b,c,d,e
PR-4-03-3510| % Missed Appointment — Customer - EEL 19.79(29.17(19.35|34.62|22.33|79.49 85.19 77.78|ab,c,d,e
PR-4-08-3200| % Missed Appt. — Customer — Late Order Conf. 0 0 0.88 5.24 4.57
PR-6 — Ingtallation Quality
PR-6-01-3200| % Ingdlation Troubles reported within 30 Days 212 (7.34 |2.33 [3.77 (1.81 [6.98 [2.75 [4.71 [1.65 (2.74
PR-6-03-3200| % Ingt. Troubles reported w/ in 30 Days - 0.98 |1.69 |1.02 |0 1.86 |1.16 0 0

FOK/TOK/CPE

PR-8 — Open Ordersin aHold Status
PR-8-01-3200|Open Ordersin aHold Status > 30 Days 464 |0 1.38 |0 0.66 |0 044 |0 021 |0
PR-8-02-3200|Open Ordersin aHold Status > 90 Days 281 |0 0.88 |0 0.16 |0 0 0 0 0
UNE (MAINTENANCE)
Maintenance - POTS L oop
MR-2—Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-02- Network Trouble Report Rate — Loop 112 |0.54 (1.02 |06 |08 |05 |0.91 |0.51 |0.84 |0.49
3550
MR-2-03- Network Trouble Report Rate — Centrd Office 0.1 |0.05 |0.1 |[0.06 [0.09 [0.04 [0.08 |0.05 [0.09 |0.06
3550
M R-3 —Missed Repair Appointments
MR-3-01- % Missed Repair Appointment — Loop 9.62 |38 |894 |4 851 (252 |9.65 |4.28 [8.42 |2.71
3550
MR-3-02- % Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office 8.28 |12 |10.33|6.15 (10.47|4.65 |7.34 [10.71|6.9 |[12.9
3550
M R-4 — Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-01- Mean Time To Repair — Total 20.94|14.51(18.83|14.22|17.12|12.35|18.31(13.62|16.74|13.18
3550
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Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes
Number Full Name vz |CLE |[VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE [VZ |CLE

C C C C C

MR-4-02- Mean Time To Repair — Loop Trouble 21.73(15.15(19.51 (14.65|17.84|12.72]|19.05|14.29|17.62|13.72
3550
MR-4-03- Mean Time To Repair — Centra Office Trouble 12.13|7.7 (11.98|10.2 |10.36|7.87 |10.02|7.19 |8.38 |8.71
3550
MR-4-07- % Out of Service > 12 Hours 60.94(48.36|58 |45.85|55.55|44.81|56.89|44.19|54.33 |48.06
3550
MR-4-08- % Out of Service > 24 Hours 29.92(11.68(25.72(13.49|21.27|8.2 |24.15|9.53 |19.99|12.38
3550
M R-5 — Repeat Trouble Reports
MR-5-01- % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 19.5325.69(19.09|22.11|16.97|17.2 |18.93|16.5 |17.67|17.79
3550
Maintenance - POTS Platform
MR-2 —Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-02- Network Trouble Report Rate — Platform 1.12 |0.92 (1.02 |0.86 |0.8 |0.63 |0.91 [0.61 |0.84 |0.79
3140
MR-2-03- Network Trouble Report Rate — Centrd Office 01 (014 |01 |0.15 [0.09 [0.17 |0.08 |0.14 |0.09 |0.16
3140
MR-2-04- % Subsequent Reports 18.33|8.76 (17.13|7.12 |15.06|8.42 9.09 6.08
3140
MR-2-05- % CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate 0.92 |0.76 |0.83 [0.86 [0.65 [0.64 0.62 0.7
3140
M R-3 —Missed Repair Appointments
MR-3-01- % Missed Repair Appointment — Platform Bus. 12.17|9.39 (12.78|10.77]|9.59 (11.94|13.06|8.57 |12.2 |12.5
3144
MR-3-01- % Missed Repair Appointment — Platform Res. 9.09 |7.46 |8.19 [4.23 (829 (6.45 (9.07 |3.7 |7.61 |2.78
3145
MR-3-02- % Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office Bus. {12.34(8.57 (14.46|16.22|14.51|13.95|9.04 |12.2 |9.64 |11.11
3144
MR-3-02- % Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office Res. [6.49 |25 |8.48 |0 8.73 |0 6.59 (0 573 |0 ad.e
3145
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Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes
Number Full Name vz |CLE |[VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE [VZ |CLE

C C C C C

MR-3-03- % CPE/TOK/FOK - Missed Appointment - Platform [5.86 |7.79 |5.68 |8.3 |5.89 |6.5 711 8.77
3140
MR-3-04- % Missed Repair Appointment - No Double Dispatch [5.48 [3.45 (4.85 |5.22
3140
MR-3-05- % Missed Repair Appointment - Double Dispatch 43.07(40.91|40.88 (38.1
3140
M R-4 — Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-01- Mean Time To Repair — Tota 20.94115.55|18.83|14.77(17.12|13.13|18.31|10.71|16.74|11.92
3140
MR-4-02- Mean Time To Repar — Loop Trouble - Platform - |14.28|13.49(13.54(13.99(12.01{11.72(13.09|11.11(12.18|11.29
3144 Bus.
MR-4-02- Mean Time To Repair — Loop Trouble - Platform - |23.23|24.67|20.63|19.03(19.03{17.85(20.01|11.34(18.74|17.03
3145 Res.
MR-4-03- Mean Time To Repair — Centra Office Trouble - Bus|11.4 (9.31 |10.21|10.93(9.15 |10.82(8.69 |8.44 |6.78 |7.23
3144
MR-4-03- Mean Time To Repair — Centra Office Trouble - Res|12.37(21.3 |12.73|13.73{10.83|12.82(10.53(11.29(9.03 |6.67 |ad.e
3145
MR-4-04- % Cleared (al troubles) within 24 Hours 69.5 (86.38(73.81(84.35|78.44|86.8 |75.58(93.75|79.8 |90.61
3140
MR-4-06- % Out of Service > 4 Hours 81.75|75.77|79.73|72.44 |77.11{72.11 |78.18|59.06 | 76.25|69.16
3140
MR-4-07- % Out of Service > 12 Hours 60.94(47.31|58 |46.85|55.55|49.47|56.89|35.67|54.33|40.97
3140
MR-4-08- % Out of Service > 24 Hours - Bus. 16.15|7.11 {13.53|13.66(10.44|13.85(13.13|4.88 |11.49|7.88
3144
MR-4-08- % Out of Service > 24 Hours - Res. 32.84133.33|28.29(19.72(23.73(23.33|26.15|6.25 (21.88|12.9
3145
M R-5 — Repeat Trouble Reports
MR-5-01- % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 19.53(16.41(19.0916.61|16.97|22.4 |18.93|14.17|17.67|17.8
3140

C-31




Federal Communications Commission FCC 02-118
Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes
Number Full Name vz |CLE |[VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE [VZ |CLE

C C C C C

2-Wire Digital Services- Maintenance
MR-2—Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-02- Network Trouble Report Rate - Loop 03 |1.33 |0.31 |1.45 |0.79 |1.52 (0.9 |0.62 |0.83 |0.97
3341
MR-2-03- Network Trouble Report Rate - Centra Office 0.17 |0.26 |0.14 |0.47 (0.09 (0.1 |[0.08 |0.23 |0.09 |0.29
3341
MR-2-04- % Subsequent Reports 27.41|26.09(27.72|14.29|15.19|11.11 175 20
3341
M R-3 —Missed Repair Appointments
MR-3-01- % Missed Repair Appointment — Loop 35.83|10.53|41.97|15.25(8.68 |3.33 (9.71 |0 8.55 |5.41
3341
MR-3-02- % Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office 34.58|0 45.35(10.53(10.84|0 7.64 |0 76 |0 cd
3341
M R-4 —Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-01- Mean Time To Repair - Tota 26.72|19.05|35.34|19.48(17.17|10.5 |18.34(10.81|16.81|8.56
3341
MR-4-02- Mean Time To Repair - Loop Trouble 28.68|20.81(36.14|22.46(17.9 |11.04|19.08(13.96|17.67|{10.38
3341
MR-4-03- Mean Time To Repair - Centrd Office Trouble 23.3 |9.91 [33.54|10.2 (10.58|2.42 |10.15(2.4 |8.69 (2.46 |cd
3341
MR-4-07- % Out of Service > 12 Hours 40.58 |44.23|46.24 |55.56 |55.51|35.29 |56.84 |34.48|54.31 |22.86
3341
MR-4-08- % Out of Service > 24 Hours 26.81|17.31|27.96|25.4 (21.27|11.76|24.15]|10.34|20.03|5.71
3341
M R-5— Repeat Trouble Reports
MR-5-01- % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 18.03(22.06(14.34|41.03|16.99|21.88|18.91|9.09 |17.66|20.83
3341
2-WirexDSL Loops- Maintenance
MR-2 — Trouble Report Rate
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Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes
Number Full Name vz |CLE |[VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE [VZ |CLE

C C C C C

MR-2-02- Network Trouble Report Rate - Loop 0.17 |08 |0.21 |0.74 [0.79 [0.58 [0.9 |0.42 (0.83 |0.64
3342
MR-2-03- Network Trouble Report Rate - Centra Office 0.1 |0.12 |0.08 [0.11 [0.09 [0.06 [0.08 |0.04 |0.09 |0.07
3342
M R-3 —Missed Repair Appointments
MR-3-01- % Missed Repair Appointment — Loop 26.28(11.36|29.06 (6.52 |8.68 [8.49 |9.71 |6.67 |8.55 |5.94
3342
MR-3-02- % Missed Repair Appointment — Central Office 7.78 |6.25 [7.25 |0 10.84|0 7.64 |0 76 |0
3342
M R-4 — Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-02- Mean Time To Repair - Loop Trouble 30.4 |19.76|30.39(19.48|17.9 (16.17|19.08(14.87|17.67 |12.7
3342
MR-4-03- Mean Time To Repair - Centrd Office Trouble 11.49(9.4 |(11.89|10.03|10.58|2.54 |10.15|3.71 |8.69 |3.53
3342
MR-4-07- % Out of Service> 12 Hours 60.06 [48.55(67.05(52.52|55.51|46  |56.84|38.89|54.31|39.6
3342
MR-4-08- % Out of Service > 24 Hours 24.68(26.01(25.57 (28.78|21.27|15 |24.15|8.33 |20.03|11.88
3342
M R-5— Repeat Trouble Reports
MR-5-01- % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 46.13|22.6 |51.88(26.22(16.99|15.25(18.91(12.94(17.66 (12.39
3342
2-WirexDSL Line Sharing - Maintenance
MR-2 —Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-02- Network Trouble Report Rate - Loop 0.17 |0 021 |0 02 |0 0.19 |0 0.18 |0.11
3343
MR-2-03- Network Trouble Report Rate - Centrd Office 0.1 |0.17 |0.08 [0.04 |0.04 [0.12 |0.04 [0.04 |0.03 [0.11
3343
M R-3 —Missed Repair Appointments
MR-3-01- % Missed Repair Appointment — Loop 26.28NA [29.06[NA (17.83|NA [18.58|NA (19.3 (33.33
3343
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Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes
Number Full Name vz |CLE |[VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE [VZ |CLE

C C C C C

MR-3-02- % Missed Repair Appointment — Centra Office 7.78 [5.88 [7.25 |0 11.38|0 6.6 |0 8.05 |0 b,c,d,e
3343
M R-4 — Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-02- Mean Time To Repair - Loop Trouble 304 |[NA |30.39|NA [2541|NA (269 |NA |24.77|23.43
3343
MR-4-03- Mean Time To Repair - Centrd Office Trouble 11.49|5.98 [11.89|6.49 |12.21|10.84|11.63|2.27 |10.26|7.22 |b,c,d,e
3343
MR-4-04- % Cleared (al troubles) within 24 Hours 73.99(94.12|73.39(100 |75.64(80 |74.7 |100 |72.06|87.5 |b,c,d,e
3343
MR-4-07- % Out of Service> 12 Hours 60.06 (5.88 [67.05(14.29|64.45|20 |73.67|0 68.59/50 |b,c,d,e
3343
MR-4-08- % Out of Service > 24 Hours 24.68(5.88 [25.57|0 24.86|20 [25.39(0 2756|125 |b,cd,e
3343
M R-5— Repeat Trouble Reports
MR-5-01- % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 46.13|17.65|51.88|14.29(55.52|20 [57.53(25 (56.83|50 |b,c,d,e
3343
2-WirexDSL Line Splitting - M aintenance
MR-2 —Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-02- Network Trouble Report Rate - Loop 0.ZNA 0.19|NA 0.18NA
3345
MR-2-03- Network Trouble Report Rate - Centra Office 0.04NA 0.04{NA 0.03INA
3345
MR-3 —Missed Repair Appointments
MR-3-01- % Missed Repair Appointment — Loop 17.83NA | 18.58NA 19.3INA
3345
MR-3-02- % Missed Repair Appointment — Centrd Office 11.38NA 6.6|NA 8.05|NA
3345
M R-4 — Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-02- Mean Time To Repair - Loop Trouble 25.41NA 26.9|INA | 24.77|NA
3345
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Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes
Number Full Name vz |CLE |[VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE [VZ |CLE

C C C C C

MR-4-03- Mean Time To Repair - Centrd Office Trouble 12.21INA | 11.63INA | 10.26|NA
3345
MR-4-04- % Cleared (all troubles) within 24 Hours 75.64NA T4.7INA | 72.06|NA
3345
MR-4-07- % Out of Service> 12 Hours 64.45NA | 73.67|NA | 68.59|NA
3345
MR-4-08- % Out of Service > 24 Hours 24.86NA | 25.39|NA | 27.56|NA
3345
M R-5 — Repeat Trouble Reports
MR-5-01- % Repesat Reports within 30 Days 55.52NA | 57.53INA |56.83|NA
3345
Special Services- Maintenance
MR-2 —Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-01- Network Trouble Report Rate 0.24 1145 |0.24 |1.49 |0.2 |1.62 [0.21 |18 |[0.21 |1.54
3200
MR-2-05- % CPE/TOK/FOK Trouble Report Rate 0.29 |1.94 |0.31 |2.66 [0.27 [2.63 2.57 2.94
3200
M R-4 — Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-01- Mean Time To Repar — Tota 6.9 |7.23 |7.76 |7.45
3200
MR-4-01- Mean Time To Repair — Totd - Non DSO & DSO 6.52NA 5.77\NA 6.45 2.25
3216
MR-4-01- Mean Time To Repair — Totd - DS1 & DS3 6.99 7.13 6.68 6.82 5.99 6.61
3217
MR-4-04- % Cleared (al troubles) within 24 Hours 97.82|198 |97.44|100
3200
MR-4-04- % Cleared (al troubles) within 24 Hours - Non DSO 97.99NA | 98.07|NA |97.85 100
3216 & DSO
MR-4-04- % Cleared (al troubles) within 24 Hours - DS1 & 97.4 100/ 97.03 100 98.298.21
3217 DS3

C-35




Federal Communications Commission FCC 02-118
Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes
Number Full Name vz |CLE |[VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE [VZ |CLE

C C C C C

MR-4-06- % Out of Service > 4 Hours 61.32(61.22(58.91 (72.92
3200
MR-4-06- % Out of Service >4 Hours- Non DS0 & DSO 57.42NA | 50.81{NA |59.75 0
3216
MR-4-06- % Out of Service >4 Hours- DS1 & DS3 61.78 63.79| 59.7| 79.37| 53.18| 68.52
3217
MR-4-08- % Out of Service > 24 Hours 208 (2.04 |25 |0
3200
MR-4-08- % Out of Service> 24 Hours- Non DSO & DSO 1.96NA 1.89|NA 2.07 0
3216
MR-4-08- % Out of Service> 24 Hours- DS1 & DS3 2.62 0 2.99 0 182 1.85
3217
M R-5— Repeat Trouble Reports
MR-5-01- % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 18.18|10 (16.89|13.46(18.25|6.9 |(13.38|12.31(17.79|17.54
3200
TRUNKS
ORDERING
OR 1 - Order Confirmation Timeliness
OR-1-12- % On Time FOC (<= 192 Forecasted Trunks) 62.5 100 90.91 60 100 |ab,de
5020
OR-1-12- % On Time FOC (> 192 and Unforecasted Trunks) 55.06 66.46 85.39 96.15 59.09
5030
OR-1-13- % On Time Design Layout Record (DLR) 100 100 100 100 100
5020
OR-1-19- % On Time Resp. - Request for Inbound Augment 100 100 100 100 100 |ab,de
5020 Trunks (<= 192 Forecasted Trunks)
OR-1-19- % On Time Resp. - Request for Inbound Augment 100 NA 100 100 NA |acd
5030 Trunks (> 192 Forecasted Trunks)
OR-2 - Relect Timeliness
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Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes
Number Full Name vz |CLE |[VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE [VZ |CLE
C C C C C
OR-2-11- Average Trunk ASR Regect Time (<= 192 6.17 21 ab
5000 Forecasted Trunks)
OR-2-12- % On Time Trunk ASR Reject (<= 192 Forecasted 83.33 50 100 100 100 |ab,c,d,e
5000 Trunks)
PROVISIONING
PR-1- AveragelInterval Offered
PR-1-09-5020|Av. Interval Offered — Total (<= 192 Forecasted 56.78(22.67|18.35(34.5 (23.21({18.75(17.29|134 (22.56|19 |ab,c,d,e
Trunks)
PR-1-09-5030|Av. Interval Offered — Tota (> 192 & Unforecasted (24.92(25 |17.64(21.47|16.09(21.56|34.78|18.27{18 |13.88
Trunks)
PR-2 - Average Interval Completed
PR-2-09-5020| Av. Interval Completed — Total (<= 192 Forecasted (32 |24 |21.07(35.75 ab
Trunks)
PR-2-09-5030| Av. Interval Completed — Tota (> 192 & 34.9 [29.06|23.13(21.24
Unforecasted Trunks)
PR-4 - Missed Appointment
PR-4-01-5000| % Missed Appointment — Verizon — Tota 18.98(7.19 (3.52 (0.47 |0 0 0 0 0 0
PR-4-02-5000|Average Delay Days - Totd 7.7 (109 |6 18.67|NA [NA |NA |NA |NA |NA
PR-4-03-5000| % Missed Appointment — Customer 20.15(32.1 [39.17(21.71|22.98(21.51 13.7 22.7 |ab,cde
PR-4-07-3540| % On Time Performance — LNP Only 99.36 99.1 99.5 99.32 99.76
PR-5 — Facility Missed Orders
PR-5-01-5000] % Missed Appointment — Verizon — Facilities 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PR-5-02-5000| % Orders Held for Fecilities> 15 Days 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PR-5-03-5000| % Orders Held for Fecilities > 60 Days 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PR-6 — Ingtallation Quality
PR-6-01-5000| % Ingtdlation Troubles reported within 30 Days 0 0 0.02 [0.01 (O 0 0 0 0 0
PR-6-03-5000| % Inst. Troubles reported within 30 Days - 0 0 0.02 |0.01 [0.05 |0 0.02 0
FOK/TOK/CPE
PR-8 — Open Ordersin aHold Status

C-37




Federal Communications Commission FCC 02-118

Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes
Number Full Name vz |CLE |[VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE [VZ |CLE

C C C C C
PR-8-01-5000|Open Ordersin aHold Status > 30 Days 251 (0.66 [5.04 |0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PR-8-02-5000|Open Ordersin aHold Status > 90 Days 0 0.12 |0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MAINTENANCE
MR-2 — Trouble Report Rate
MR-2-01- Network Trouble Report Rate 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5000
M R-4 — Trouble Duration Intervals
MR-4-01- Mean Time To Repar — Tota 234 (0.75 |2.13 [1.55 |1.66 [1.56 |0.98 |0.82 |1.29 |1.08 |ab,c,d
5000
MR-4-04- % Cleared (dl troubles) within 24 Hours 66.67(100 (100 (100 |100 (100 |100 |100 |100 {100 |ab,cd
5000
MR-4-05- % Out of Service > 2 Hours 33.33|0 50 |28.57(14.29(16.67 |0 0 0 6.25 |ab,c,d
5000
MR-4-06- % Out of Service > 4 Hours 33.33|0 0 0 14.29(16.67 |0 0 0 0 ab,c,d
5000
MR-4-07- % Out of Service> 12 Hours 33.33|0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ab,c,d
5000
MR-4-08- % Out of Service > 24 Hours 33.33|0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ab,c,d
5000
M R-5— Repeat Trouble Report Rates
MR-5-01- % Repeat Reports within 30 Days 33.33|20 |33.33|0 0 0 20 |0 10 |6.25 |ab,cd
5000
NETWORK PERFORMANCE
NP-1 — Percent Final Trunk Group Blockage
NP-1-01- % Find Trunk Groups Exceeding Blocking Standard (1.22 |0 1.83 |0 0.62 (0 031 |0 0.65 |0
5000
NP-1-02- % FTG Exceeding Blocking Std. -(No Exceptions) [3.95 [5.65 [1.83 [1.7 |0.62 |1.69 |0.31 |1.65 |0.65 |1.71
5000
NP-1-03- Number FTG Exceeding Blocking Std. — 2 Months 0 0 0 0 0
5000
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Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes
Number Full Name VzZz |CLE |vVZz |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE

C C C C C

NP-1-04- Number FTG Exceeding Blocking Std. — 3 Months 0 0 0 0 0
5000
NP-2 — Collocation Performance- New
NP-2-01- % On Time Response to Request for Physical 100 NA 100 100 100 |ac,de
6701 Collocation
NP-2-02- % On Time Response to Request for Virtua NA NA NA NA NA
6701 Collocation
NP-2-03- Average Interval — Physicd Collocation 109.9 95 76 105 165.5|ab,c,d,e
6701
NP-2-04- Average Interva — Virtua Collocation NA NA NA NA NA
6701
NP-2-05- % On Time— Physica Collocation 100 100 100 100 100 |b,c,d,e
6701
NP-2-06- % On Time— Virtud Collocation NA NA NA NA NA
6701
NP-2-07- Average Dlay Days— Physicad Coallocation NA NA NA NA NA
6701
NP-2-08- Average Delay Days— Virtud Collocation NA NA NA NA NA
6701
NP-2 — Collocation Performance - Augment
NP-2-01- % On Time Response to Request for Physicdl 100 100 100 100 100 |ac
6702 Collocation
NP-2-02- % On Time Response to Request for Virtud NA NA 100 NA NA |[c
6702 Collocation
NP-2-03- Average Interval — Physica Collocation 49.25 65 64.6 60.38 60.63|a,b,c,d,e
6702
NP-2-03- Average Interval — Physical Collocation - 45 Days NA NA NA
6712
NP-2-04- Average Interva — Virtud Collocation 76 NA 59 36.5 NA |acd
6702
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Metric Metric September |October November |[December [January Notes
Number Full Name vz |CLE |[vZ |CLE |[VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE |VZ |CLE

C C C C C

NP-2-05- % On Time— Physica Coallocation 100 100 100 100 100 |cd
6702
NP-2-05- % On Time— Physicd Collocation - 45 Days NA NA NA
6712
NP-2-06- % On Time— Virtud Collocation 100 NA 100 100 NA |acd
6702
NP-2-07- Average Dlay Days— Physicd Collocation NA NA NA NA NA
6702
NP-2-08- Average Delay Days— Virtud Collocation NA NA NA NA NA
6702

Abbreviations:

NA = No Activity.
UD = Under Development.

NEF = No Existing Functionality
blank cell = No data provided.

VZ =Veizonretal andog. If no datawas provided, the metric may have a benchmark.

Notes:

a= Sample Size under 10 for September.
b = Sample Size under 10 for October.

¢ = Sample Size under 10 for November.
d = Sample Size under 10 for December.
e = Sample Size under 10 for January.
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Appendix D
Statutory Requirements

STATUTORY FRAMEWORK

1. The 1996 Act conditions BOC entry into the market for provison of in-region
interLATA services on compliance with certain provisions of section 271.* BOCs must apply to the
Federd Communications Commisson (Commission or FCC) for authorization to provide interLATA
services originging in any in-region state> The Commisson must issue awritten determination on eech
gpplication no later than 90 days after receiving such gpplication.® Section 271(d)(2)(A) requiresthe
Commission to consult with the Attorney Generd before making any determination gpproving or
denying a section 271 gpplication. The Attorney Generd is entitled to eval uate the gpplication “using
any dandard the Attorney Generd considers gppropriate,” and the Commission isrequired to “give
subgtantid weight to the Attorney Generd’ s evauation.™

2. In addition, the Commisson must consult with the relevant state commission to verify
that the BOC has one or more state- gpproved interconnection agreements with a facilities-based
compstitor, or a Statement of Generdly Available Terms and Conditions (SGAT), and that either the
agreement(s) or genera statement satisfy the “ competitive checklist.”> Because the Act does not
prescribe any standard for the consideration of a state commission’s verification under section
271(d)(2)(B), the Commission has discretion in each section 271 proceeding to determine the amount
of weight to accord the state commission’ s verification.® The Commission has held that, dthough it will

! For purposes of section 271 proceedings, the Commission uses the definition of the term “Bell Operating

Company” contained in 47 U.S.C. § 153(4).

2 47U.S.C. §271(d)(1). For purposes of section 271 proceedings, the Commission utilizes the definition of the term
“in-region state” that is contained in 47 U.S.C. § 271(i)(1). Section 271(j) providesthat aBOC'sin-region services
include 800 service, private line service, or their equivalentsthat terminate in an in-region state of that BOC and that
allow the called party to determinetheinterLATA carrier, even if such services originate out-of-region. 1d. § 271(j).
The 1996 Act defines“interLATA services’ as “telecommunications between a point located in alocal access and
transport area and a point located outside such area.” Id. § 153(21). Under the 1996 Act, a“local access and
transport area” (LATA) is*acontiguous geographic area (A) established before the date of enactment of the [1996
Act] by a[BOC] such that no exchange areaincludes points within more than 1 metropolitan statistical area,
consolidated metropolitan statistical area, or State, except as expressly permitted under the AT& T Consent Decreg;
or (B) established or modified by a[BOC] after such date of enactment and approved by the Commission.” Id.

8§ 153(25). LATAswere created as part of the Modification of Final Judgment’s (MFJ) “plan of reorganization.”
United Statesv. Western Elec. Co., 569 F. Supp. 1057 (D.D.C. 1983), aff’d sub nom. California v. United States, 464
U.S. 1013 (1983). Pursuant to the MFJ, “al [BOC] territory in the continental United States [was] divided into
LATAS, generally centering upon acity or other identifiable community of interest.” United Statesv. Western Elec.
Co., 569 F. Supp. 990, 993-%4 (D.D.C. 1983).

¥ 47U.SC.§271(d)(3).
*1d. §271(d)(2)(A).
> 1d. §271(d)(2)(B).

®  Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3962, para. 20; Application of Ameritech Michigan Pursuant to
Section 271 of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended, CC Docket No. 97-137, 12 FCC Red 20543, 20559-60
(1997) (Ameritech Michigan Order). Asthe D.C. Circuit has held, “[a]lthough the Commission must consult with the
(continued....)
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consder carefully state determinations of fact that are supported by a detailed and extensive record, it is
the FCC' srole to determine whether the factual record supports the conclusion that particular
requirements of section 271 have been met.’

3. Section 271 requires the Commission to make various findings before approving BOC
entry. In order for the Commission to approve a BOC' s application to provide in-region, interLATA
sarvices, aBOC must first demondtrate, with respect to each state for which it seeks authorization, that
it stisfies the requirements of either section 271(c)(1)(A) (Track A) or 271(c)(1)(B) (Track B).? In
order to obtain authorization under section 271, the BOC must dso show that: (1) it has“fully
implemented the comptitive checklist” contained in section 271(c)(2)(B);° (2) the requested
authorization will be carried out in accordance with the requirements of section 272;*° and (3) the
BOC sentry into the in-region interLATA market is* consistent with the public interest, convenience,
and necessity.”™ The statute specifies thet, unless the Commission finds that these criteria have been
satisfied, the Commission “shdl not gpprove’ the requested authorization. ™

. PROCEDURAL AND ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK

4, To determine whether a BOC gpplicant has met the prerequisites for entry into the long
distance market, the Commission eva uates its compliance with the competitive checklist, as developed
inthe FCC'sloca competition rules and orders in effect at the time the application wasfiled. Despite
the comprehensiveness of these rules, there will inevitably be, in any section 271 proceeding, disputes
over an incumbent LEC' s precise obligations to its competitors that FCC rules have not addressed and
that do not involve per se violaions of sdf-executing requirements of the Act. Asexplained in prior
orders, the section 271 process smply could not function as Congress intended if the Commission were
required to resolve dl such disputes as a precondition to granting a section 271 gpplication.® In the
(Continued from previous page)

state commissions, the statute does not require the Commission to give State Commissions’ views any particular
weight.” SBC CommunicationsInc. v. FCC, 138 F.3d 410, 416 (D.C. Cir. 1998).

" Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20560; SBC Communicationsv. FCC, 138 F.3d at 416-17.
8 47U.S.C. §271(d)(3)(A). SeeSectionlll, infra, for acomplete discussion of Track A and Track B requirements.

° 1d. 88 271(c)(2)(B), 271(d)(3)(A) ().
1 1d. § 272; see Implementation of the Non-Accounting Safeguards of Sections 271 and 272 of the
Communications Act of 1934, as amended, CC Docket No. 96-149, First Report and Order and Further Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking, 11 FCC Red 21905 (1996) (Non-Accounting Safeguards Order), recon., Order on
Reconsideration, 12 FCC Rcd 2297 (1997), review pending sub nom., SBC Communicationsv. FCC, No. 97-1118 (D.C.
Cir., filed Mar. 6, 1997) (held in abeyance pursuant to court order filed May 7, 1997), remanded in part sub nom., Bell
Atlantic Telephone Companiesv. FCC, No. 97-1067 (D.C. Cir., filed Mar. 31, 1997), on remand, Second Order on
Reconsideration, FCC 97-222 (rdl. June 24, 1997), petition for review denied sub nom. Bell Atlantic Telephone
Companiesv. FCC, 113 F.3d 1044 (D.C. Cir. 1997); I mplementation of the Telecommunications Act of 1996;
Accounting Safeguards Under the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Report and Order, 11 FCC Red 17539 (1996).

1 47U.SC. §271(d)(3)(C).
2 1d. 8§ 271(d)(3); see SBC Communications, Inc. v. FCC, 138 F.3d at 416.

B3 See SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6246, para. 19; see also American Tel. & Tel. Co. v. FCC, 220
F.3d 607, 631 (D.C. Cir. 2000).
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context of section 271’ s adjudicatory framework, the Commission has established certain procedura
rules governing BOC section 271 applications.* The Commisson has explained in prior ordersthe
procedurd rulesit has developed to facilitate the review process.® Here we describe how the
Commission consders the evidence of compliance that the BOC presentsin its application.

5. As part of the determination that a BOC has satisfied the requirements of section 271,
the Commission considers whether the BOC has fully implemented the competitive checklis in
subsection (¢)(2)(B). The BOC at dl times bears the burden of proof of compliance with section 271,
even if no party chalenges its compliance with a particular requirement.”® In demondrating its
compliance, aBOC must show that it has a concrete and specific legd obligation to furnish the item
upon request pursuant to State-approved interconnection agreements that set forth prices and other
terms and conditions for each checklist item, and that it is currently furnishing, or is ready to furnish, the
checkligt itemsin quantities that competitors may reasonably demand and at an acceptable leve of
qudity.” In particular, the BOC must demondtrate that it is offering interconnection and access to
network eements on a nondiscriminatory basis®* Previous Commisson orders addressing section 271
applications have eaborated on this statutory standard.” First, for those functions the BOC providesto
competing carriers that are anaogous to the functions a BOC providesto itsdf in connection with its
own retall service offerings, the BOC must provide access to competing carriersin “subgtantialy the
sametime and manner” asit providesto itself.* Thus, where aretail andogue exists, aBOC must
provide access that is equd to (i.e.,, substantially the same as) the level of access that the BOC provides
itsdlf, its cusomers, or its affiliates, in terms of quality, accuracy, and timeliness” For those functions

¥ See Procedures for Bell Operating Company Applications Under New Section 271 of the Communications Act,

Public Notice, 11 FCC Red 19708, 19711 (1996); Revised Comment Schedule For Ameritech Michigan Application, as
amended, for Authorization Under Section 271 of the Communications Act to Provide In-Region, InterLATA
Servicesin the State of Michigan, Public Notice, DA 97-127 (rdl. Jan. 17, 1997); Revised Procedures for Bell
Operating Company Applications Under Section 271 of the Communications Act, Public Notice, 13 FCC Red 17457
(1997); Updated Filing Requirements for Bell Operating Company Applications Under Section 271 of the
Communications Act, Public Notice, DA 99-1994 (rel. Sept. 28, 1999); Updated Filing Requirements for Bell
Operating Company Applications Under Section 271 of the Communications Act, Public Notice, DA 01-734 (CCB
rel. Mar. 23, 2001) (collectively “271 Procedural Public Notices”).

5 See, e.g., SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order 16 FCC Red at 6247-50, paras. 21-27; SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at
18370-73, paras. 34-42; Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Rcd at 3968-71, paras. 32-42.

6 See SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18374, para. 46; Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3972, para.
46.

7 SeeBell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3973-74, para. 52.
8 See47U.SC. §271(0)(2)(B)(), (ii).

9 See SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6250-51, paras. 28-29; Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC
Rcd at 3971-72, paras. 44-46.

% SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18373, para. 44; Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3971, para. 44.

2 Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3971, para. 44; Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20618-
19.

D-3



Federal Communications Commission FCC 02-118

that have no retail analogue, the BOC must demondtrate that the access it provides to competing
cariers would offer an efficient carrier a“meaningful opportunity to compete.*

6. The determination of whether the statutory standard is met is ultimately a judgment the
Commission must make based on its expertise in promoting competition in locad marketsand in
telecommunications regulaion generdly.? The Commission has not established, nor does it bdieve it
appropriate to establish, specific objective criteriafor what condtitutes “substantially the same time and
manne” or a“meaningful opportunity to compete.”” Whether thislega standard is met can only be
decided based on an andysis of specific facts and circumstances. Therefore, the Commission looks at
each application on a case-by- case basis and consders the totaity of the circumstances, including the
origin and qudity of the information in the record, to determine whether the nondiscrimination
requirements of the Act are met.

A. Per formance Data

7. As established in prior section 271 orders, the Commission has found that performance
measurements provide va uable evidence regarding a BOC' s compliance or noncompliance with
individual checklist items. The Commission expectsthet, in its prima facie casein theinitid application,
aBOC relying on performance datawill:

a) provide sufficient performance data to support its contention that the statutory requirements are
sisfied;

b) identify thefacid disparities between the gpplicant’s performance for itself and its performance for
competitors,

c) explanwhy thosefacid digparities are anomaous, caused by forces beyond the applicant’ s control
(e.g., competing carrier-caused errors), or have no meaningful adverse impact on acompeting
carrier’ s ability to obtain and serve customers; and

d) provide the underlying data, andys's, and methodol ogies necessary to enable the Commission and
commenters meaningfully to evauate and contest the vadidity of the gpplicant’s explanations for
performance disparities, including, for example, carrier specific carrier-to-carrier performance data.

8. The Commission has explained in prior orders that parity and benchmark standards
established by state commissions do not represent absolute maximum or minimum levels of performance
necessary to satisfy the competitive checklist. Rather, where these standards are devel oped through
open proceedings with input from both the incumbent and competing carriers, these standards can
represent informed and religble attempts to objectively gpproximate whether competing carriers are
being served by the incumbent in subgtantidly the same time and manner, or in away that provides them

22 Id
%  SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18374, para. 46; Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3972, para. 46.
24 Id
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ameaningful opportunity to compete® Thus, to the extent there is no datisticaly significant difference
between a BOC' s provision of service to competing carriers and its own retall customers, the
Commission generally need not look any further. Likewise, if aBOC's provison of serviceto
competing carriers satisfies the performance benchmark, the andysisis usudly done. Otherwise, the
Commission will examine the evidence further to make a determination whether the statutory
nondiscrimination requirements are met.*® Thus, the Commission will examine the explanations thet a
BOC and others provide about whether these data accurately depict the quaity of the BOC's
performance. The Commission adso may examine how many months avariation in performance has
existed and what the recent trend has been. The Commission may find that Satigticaly sgnificant
differences exigt, but conclude that such differences have little or no competitive significance in the
marketplace. In such cases, the Commission may conclude that the differences are not meaningful in
terms of atutory compliance. Ultimately, the determination of whether a BOC' s performance meets
the statutory requirements necessarily is a contextua decision based on the totdity of the circumstances
and information before the Commisson.

0. Where there are multiple performance measures associated with a particular checklist
item, the Commission would consider the performance demondrated by dl the measurementsas a
whole. Accordingly, adisparity in performance for one measure, by itself, may not provide a basis for
finding noncompliance with the checklist. The Commisson may dso find that the reported performance
data are affected by factors beyond a BOC's control, afinding that would makeit less likdly to hold the
BOC whally accountable for the disparity. Thisis not to say, however, that performance discrepancies
on asingle performance metric are unimportant. Indeed, under certain circumstances, disparity with
respect to one performance measurement may support afinding of statutory noncompliance, particularly
if the digparity is subgtantia or has endured for along time, or if it is accompanied by other evidence of
discriminatory conduct or evidence that competing carriers have been denied a meaningful opportunity
to compete.

10. In sum, the Commission does not use performance measurements as a substitute for the
14-point competitive checklist. Rather, it uses performance measurements as valuable evidence with
which to inform the judgment as to whether a BOC has complied with the checklist requirements.
Although performance measurements add necessary objectivity and predictability to the review, they
cannot wholly replace the Commission’s own judgment as to whether aBOC has complied with the
competitive checkligt.

B. Relevance of Previous Section 271 Approvals
11. In some section 271 applications, the volumes of the BOC's commercid orders may be

ggnificantly lower than they were in prior proceedings. In certain instances, volumes may be so low as
to render the performance data inconsistent and inconclusive”” Performance data based on low

% See SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6252, para. 31; SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18377,
para. 55 & n.102.

% gSeeBell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3970, para. 59.

# The Commission has never required, however, an applicant to demonstrate that it processes and provisions a

substantial commercia volume of orders, or has achieved a specific market shareinits service area, as a prerequisite
(continued....)
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volumes of orders or other transactions are not as reliable an indicator of checklist compliance as
performance based on larger numbers of observations. Indeed, where performance data are based on
alow number of observations, smal variationsin performance may produce wide swings in the reported
performance data. It is thus not possible to place the same evidentiary weight upon — and to draw the
sametypes of conclusions from — performance data where volumes are low, as for data based on more
robust activity.

12. In such cases, findings in prior, related section 271 proceedings may be areevant
factor in the Commisson’sandysis. Where aBOC provides evidence that a particular system
reviewed and approved in a prior section 271 proceeding is adso used in the proceeding a hand, the
Commission’sreview of the same system in the current proceeding will be informed by thefindingsin
the prior one. Indeed, to the extent that issues have aready been briefed, reviewed and resolved in a
prior section 271 proceeding, and absent new evidence or changed circumstances, an application for a
related state should not be aforum for re-litigating and reconsidering those issues. Appropriately
employed, such a practice can give us afuller picture of the BOC's compliance with the section 271
requirements while avoiding, for dl partiesinvolved in the section 271 process, the delay and expense
associated with redundant and unnecessary proceedings and submissions.

13. However, the Satute requires the Commission to make a separate determination of
checklist compliance for each state and, accordingly, we do not consider any finding from previous
section 271 orders to be dispositive of checklist compliance in current proceedings. While the
Commission’s review may be informed by prior findings, the Commission will consder dl relevant
evidence in the record, including state- specific factors identified by commenting parties, the states, the
Department of Justice. However, the Commission has dways held that an gpplicant’ s performance
towards competing carriersin an actua commercid environment is the best evidence of
nondiscriminatory access to OSS and other network elements.® Thus, the BOC's actua performance
in the gpplicant state may be relevant to the analysis and determinations with respect to the 14 checklist
items. Evidence of satisfactory performance in another state cannot trump convincing evidence that an
gpplicant fails to provide nondiscriminatory access to a network eement in the gpplicant Sate.

14. Moreover, because the Commission’sreview of asection 271 gpplication must be
based on a snapshot of a BOC' s recent performance at the time an application isfiled, the Commission
cannot smply rely on findings relaing to an goplicant’ s performance in an anchor date a thetime it
issued the determination for that state. The performance in that State could change due to a multitude of
factors, such asincreased order volumes or shiftsin the mix of the types of services or UNES requested
by competing carriers. Thus, even when the applicant makes a convincing showing of the rlevance of
anchor gate data, the Commission must examine how recent performance in that state compares to
performance at the time it gpproved that state's section 271 application, in order to determineif the
systems and processes continue to perform at acceptable levels.

(Continued from previous page)
for satisfying the competitive checklist. See Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Rcd at 20585, para. 77 (explaining
that Congress had considered and rejected language that would have imposed a“ market share” requirement in
section 271(c)(1)(A)).

% See SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18376, para. 53; Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3974, para.
53.
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I1l.  COMPLIANCE WITH ENTRY REQUIREMENTS— SECTIONS 271(c)(1)(A) &
271(c)(1)(B)

15.  Asnoted above, in order for the Commission to approve a BOC' s application to
provide in-region, interLATA services, aBOC must first demongtrate that it satifies the requirements of
either section 271(c)(1)(A) (Track A) or 271(c)(1)(B) (Track B).” To qudify for Track A, aBOC
must have interconnection agreements with one or more competing providers of “telephone exchange
sarvice. . . to resdentia and business subscribers.™ The Act states that “ such tel ephone service may
be offered . . . ether exclusvely over [the competitor’s| own telephone exchange service facilities or
predominantly over [the competitor’ s| own telephone exchange facilities in combination with the resde
of the telecommunications services of another carrier.”® The Commission concluded in the Ameritech
Michigan Order that section 271(c)(1)(A) is satisfied if one or more competing providers collectively
serve resdential and business subscribers®

16.  Asandternativeto Track A, Section 271(c)(1)(B) permits BOCsto obtain authority to
provide in-region, interLATA sarvicesif, after 10 months from the date of enactment, no facilities-based
provider, as described in subparagraph (A), has requested the access and interconnection arrangements
described therein (referencing one or more binding agreements gpproved under Section 252), but the
dtate has approved an SGAT that satisfies the competitive checklist of subsection (€)(2)(B). Under
section 271(d)(3)(A)(ii), the Commission shdl not approve such arequest for in-region, interLATA
service unless the BOC demondtrates theat, “with respect to access and interconnection generdly offered
pursuant to [an SGAT], such satement offersdl of the itemsincluded in the competitive checklist.”*
Track B, however, is not available to aBOC if it has dready received arequest for access and
interconnection from a prospective competing provider of telephone exchange service™

IV. COMPLIANCE WITH THE COMPETITIVE CHECKLIST —SECTION 271(c)(2)(B)
A. Checklist Item 1- I nterconnection

17.  Section 271(c)(2)(B)(i) of the Act requires a section 271 applicant to provide
“[i]nterconnection in accordance with the requirements of sections 251(c)(2) and 252(d)(1).”* Section

®  See47U.SC. §271(d)(3)(A).
¥ d.
.

¥ See Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20589, para. 85; see also Second Bell South Louisiana Order, 13
FCC Rcd at 20633-35, paras. 46-48.

¥ 47U.SC. § 271(d)3)(A)ii).

¥ See Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20561-62, para. 34. Nevertheless, the above-mentioned
foreclosure of Track B asan option is subject to limited exceptions. See 47 U.S.C. § 271(c)(1)(B); see also Ameritech
Michigan Order, 12 FCC Rcd at 20563-64, paras. 37-38.

¥ 47U.SC. § 271(c)(2)(B)(i); see Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3977-78, para. 63; Second Bell South
Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Rcd at 20640, para. 61; Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Rcd at 20662, para. 222.
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251(c)(2) imposes a duty on incumbent LECs “to provide, for the facilities and equipment of any
requesting telecommunications carrier, interconnection with the loca exchange carrier’ s network . . . for
the transmission and routing of telephone exchange service and exchange access.” In the Local
Competition First Report and Order, the Commission concluded that interconnection referred “only
to the physicd linking of two networks for the mutua exchange of traffic.”®” Section 251 contains three
requirements for the provision of interconnection. First, an incumbent LEC must provide
interconnection “at any technicaly feasible point within the carrier’ s network.”*  Second, an incumbent
LEC mugt provide interconnection that is“at least equa in qudity to that provided by the local exchange
carier toitsdf.”® Hndly, the incumbent LEC must provide interconnection “on rates, terms, and
conditions that are just, reasonable, and nondiscriminatory, in accordance with the terms of the
agreement and the requirements of [section 251] and section 252.”

18.  Toimplement the equal-in-quaity requirement in section 251, the Commisson’srules
require an incumbent LEC to design and operate its interconnection facilities to meet “the same technica
criteriaand sarvice sandards’ that are used for the interoffice trunks within the incumbent LEC's
network.* Inthe Local Competition First Report and Order, the Commission identified trunk group
blockage and transmission stlandards as indicators of an incumbent LEC' stechnicd criteriaand service
standards.” In prior section 271 gpplications, the Commission concluded that disparities in trunk group
blockage indicated a failure to provide interconnection to competing carriers equa-in-qudity to the
interconnection the BOC provided to its own retail operations.®

19. Inthe Local Competition First Report and Order, the Commission concluded that the
requirement to provide interconnection on terms and conditions that are “judt, reasonable, and
nondiscriminatory” means that an incumbent LEC must provide interconnection to a competitor in a

% 47U.SC.§251(Q)(2(A).

3" Implementation of the Local Competition Provisionsin the Telecommunications Act of 1996, First Report and

Order, 11 FCC Red 15499, 15590, para. 176 (1996) (Local Competition First Report and Order). Transport and
termination of traffic are therefore excluded from the Commission’ s definition of interconnection. Seeid.

¥ 47U.S.C. §251(c)(2)(B). IntheLocal Competition First Report and Order, the Commission identified aminimum
set of technically feasible points of interconnection. See Local Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Rcd at
15607-09, paras. 204-11.

¥ 47U.S.C. §251(c)(2)(C).
0 1d. §251(c)(2)(D).

*1 " Local Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 15613-15, paras. 221-225; see Bell Atlantic New York
Order, 15 FCC Rcd at 3978, para. 64; Second Bell South Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20641-42, paras. 63-64.

2 Local Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 15614-15, paras. 224-25.

*  SeeBell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3978, para. 64; Second Bell South Louisiana Order, 13 FCC
Rcd at 20648-50, paras. 74-77; Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Rcd a 20671-74, paras. 240-45. The Commission
has relied on trunk blockage data to evaluate a BOC' s interconnection performance. Trunk group blockage indicates
that end users are experiencing difficulty completing or receiving calls, which may have a direct impact on the
customer’ s perception of acompetitive LEC’ s service quality.
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manner no less efficient than the way in which the incumbent LEC provides the comparable function to
itsown retall operations® The Commisson’srulesinterpret this obligation to include, anong other
things, the incumbent LEC' singdlation time for interconnection service® and its provisoning of two-
way trunking arrangements.®® Similarly, repair time for troubles affecting interconnection trunks is useful
for determining whether aBOC provides interconnection service under “terms and conditions that are
no less favorable than the terms and conditions’ the BOC providesto its own retall operations.”’

20.  Competing carriers may choose any method of technically feasible interconnection & a
particular point on the incumbent LEC' s network.”® Incumbent LEC provision of interconnection
trunking is one common means of interconnection. Technically feasble methods dso include, but are
not limited to, physica and virtud collocation and meet point arrangements.®® The provison of
collocation is an essentid prerequisite to demondrating compliance with item 1 of the competitive
checklist.® In the Advanced Services First Report and Order, the Commission revised its collocation
rules to require incumbent LECs to include shared cage and cagel ess collocation arrangements as part
of their physicd collocation offerings®  In response to aremand from the D.C. Circuit, the Commission
adopted the Collocation Remand Order, establishing revised criteria for equipment for which
incumbent LECs must permit collocation, requiring incumbent LECs to provide cross-connects between
collocated carriers, and establishing principles for physica collocation space and configuration.® To
show compliance with its collocation obligations, a BOC must have processes and procedures in place

“ Local Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red a 15612, para. 218; see also Bell Atlantic New York
Order, 15 FCC Rcd at 3978, para. 65; Second Bell South Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Rcd at 20642, para. 65.

47 CFR §5L305(3)(5).

% The Commission’srules require an incumbent LEC to provide two-way trunking upon request, wherever two-

way trunking arrangementsare technically feasible. 47 C.F.R. § 51.305(f); see also Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15
FCC Rcd at 3978-79, para. 65; Second Bell South Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Rcd at 20642, para. 65; Local Competition
First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red 15612-13, paras. 219-20.

47 CF.R. §51305(8)(5).

8 Local Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 15779, paras. 549-50; see Bell Atlantic New York
Order, 15 FCC Rcd at 3979, para. 66; Second Bell South Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20640-41, para. 61.

* 47 CF.R. §51.321(b); Local Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 15779-82, paras. 549-50; see also
Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Rcd at 3979, para. 66; Second Bell South Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Rcd at
20640-41, para. 62.

% 47U.S.C. § 251(c)(6) (requiring incumbent LECs to provide physical collocation); Bell Atlantic New York Order,
15 FCC Rcd at 3979, para. 66; Second Bell South Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Rcd at 20640-41, paras. 61-62.

L Deployment of Wireline Services offering Advanced Telecommunications Capability, First Report and Order

and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 14 FCC Rcd 4761, 4784-86, paras. 41-43 (1999), aff'd in part and vacated
and remanded in part sub nom. GTE Service Corp. v. FCC, 205 F.3d 416 (D.C. Cir. 2000), on recon., Collocation
Reconsideration Order, 15 FCC Red 17806 (2000); on remand, Deployment of Wireline Services Offering Advanced
Telecommunications Capability, Fourth Report and Order, 16 FCC Rcd 15435 (2001) (Collocation Remand Order),
petition for recon. pending.

2 See Collocation Remand Order, 16 FCC Red at 15441-42, para. 12.
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to ensure that al gpplicable collocation arrangements are available on terms and conditions that are
“just, reasonable, and nondiscriminatory” in accordance with section 251(c)(6) and the FCC's
implementing rules> Data showing the quality of procedures for processing gpplications for collocation
gpace, as well as the timeliness and efficiency of provisoning collocation space, hep the Commisson
evauate a BOC's compliance with its collocation obligations™

21.  Asdated above, checklist item 1 requires aBOC to provide “interconnection in
accordance with the requirements of sections 251(c)(2) and 252(d)(1).”* Section 252(d)(1) requires
dtate determinations regarding the rates, terms, and conditions of interconnection to be based on cost
and to be nondiscriminatory, and alows the rates to include a reasonable profit.* The Commission’s
pricing rules require, among other things, that in order to comply with its collocation obligations, an
incumbent LEC provide collocation based on TELRIC.

22.  Totheextent pricing disputes arise, the Commission will not duplicate the work of the
gate commissions. As noted in the SAVBT Texas Order, the Act authorizes the state commissons to
resolve specific carrier-to-carrier digoutes arisng under the local competition provisons, and it
authorizes the federd didtrict courts to ensure that the results of the state arbitration process are
conggtent with federa law.*® Although the Commission has an independent statutory obligation to
ensure compliance with the checkligt, section 271 does not compel us to preempt the orderly disposition
of intercarrier disputes by the state commissions, particularly now that the Supreme Court has restored
the Commisson’s pricing jurisdiction and has thereby directed the state commissions to follow FCC
pricing rulesin their digposition of those disputes.®

23.  Consgent with the Commission’s precedent, the mere presence of interim rates will not
generdly threaten a section 271 gpplication so long as: (1) an interim solution to a particular rate
dispute is reasonable under the circumstances; (2) the state commission has demondtrated its
commitment to the Commission’s pricing rules; and (3) provision is made for refunds or true- ups once
permanent rates are s&t.*  In addition, the Commission has determined that rates contained within an

% Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3979, para. 66; Second Bell South Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at
20643, para. 66; Bell South Carolina Order, 13 FCC Rcd at 649-51, para. 62.

> Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3979, para. 66; Second Bell South Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at
20640-41, paras. 61-62.

® 47 U.S.C. § 271(c)(2)(B)(i) (emphasis added).
% 1d. § 252(d)(2).

"  See 47 CF.R. §851.501-07, 51.509(g); Local Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 15812-16, 15844-
61, 15874-76, 15912, paras. 618-29, 674-712, 743-51, 826.

®  See SIVBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18394, para. 88; see also 47 U.S.C. §8 252(c), (€)(6); American Tel. & Tel
Co. v. lowa Utils. Bd., 525 U.S. 366 (1999) (AT&T v. lowa Utils. Bd.).

¥ QWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18394, para. 88; AT& T Corp. v. lowa Utils. Bd., 525 U.S. at 377-86.
% SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18394, para. 88; see also Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4091,

para. 258 (explaining the Commission’s case-by-case review of interim prices).
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gpproved section 271 application, including those that are interim, are reasonable starting points for
interim rates for the same carrier in an adjoining Sate™

24.  Although the Commission has been willing to grant a section 271 gpplication with a
limited number of interim rates where the above- mentioned three-part test ismet, it is clearly preferable
to andyze a section 271 agpplication on the basis of rates derived from a permanent rate proceeding.®
At some point, stateswill have had sufficient time to complete these proceedings. The Commission will,
therefore, become more reluctant to continue gpproving section 271 gpplications containing interim
rates. It would not be sound palicy for interim rates to become a substitute for completing these
sgnificant proceedings.

B. Checklist Item 2 — Unbundled Network Elements
1. Access to Operations Support Systems

25. Incumbent LECs use a variety of systems, databases, and personnel (collectively
referred to as OSS) to provide service to their customers® The Commission consgtently has found
that nondiscriminatory accessto OSSis a prerequisite to the development of meaningful locd
competition.* For example, new entrants must have access to the functions performed by the
incumbent’ s OSSin order to formulate and place orders for network elements or resale services, to
indal service to their customers, to maintain and repair network facilities, and to bill cusomers® The
Commission has determined that without nondiscriminatory access to the BOC's OSS, a competing
carrier “will be severely disadvantaged, if not precluded atogether, from fairly competing” in the loca
exchange market.®

26.  Section 271 requires the Commission to determine whether aBOC offers
nondiscriminatory accessto OSS functions. Section 271(c)(2)(B)(ii) requiresa BOC to provide
“nondiscriminatory access to network eements in accordance with the requirements of sections
251(c)(3) and 252(d)(1).”* The Commission has determined that accessto OSS functions fals
squarely within an incumbent LEC’ s duty under section 251(c)(3) to provide unbundled network
elements (UNES) under terms and conditions that are nondiscriminatory and just and reasonable, and its
duty under section 251(c)(4) to offer resale services without imposing any limitations or conditions that

®  SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6359-60, para. 239.
%  SeeBell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4091, para. 260.
% |d. at 3989-90, para. 83; BellSouth South Carolina Order, 13 FCC Red at 585.

#  SeeBell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3990, para. 83; Bell South South Carolina Order, 13 FCC Red
at 547-48, 585; Second Bell South Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Rcd at 20653.

% SeeBell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3990, para. 83.
% d.
% 47U.SC. §271(c)(2)(B)(ii).
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are discriminatory or unreasonable.®® The Commission must therefore examine aBOC' s OSS
performance to evauate compliance with section 271(c)(2)(B)(ii) and (xiv).* In addition, the
Commission has aso concluded that the duty to provide nondiscriminatory accessto OSS functionsis
embodied in other terms of the competitive checklist aswell.”® Congistent with prior orders, the
Commission examines aBOC' s OSS performance directly under checklist items 2 and 14, aswel as
other checkligt terms.™

27.  Aspart of its statutory obligation to provide nondiscriminatory access to OSS functions,
aBOC mugt provide access that sufficiently supports each of the three modes of competitive entry
envisoned by the 1996 Act — competitor-owned facilities, UNES, and resale.” For OSS functions that
are andogous to those that a BOC providesto itsdlf, its customers or its affiliates, the nondiscrimination
standard requires the BOC to offer requesting carriers access that is equivaent in terms of quality,
accuracy, and timeliness.” The BOC must provide access that permits competing carriers to perform
these functionsin “ subgtantialy the same time and manner” asthe BOC. The Commisson has
recognized in prior orders that there may be Stuations in which a BOC contends that, although
equivaent access has not been achieved for an andogous function, the access thet it providesis
nonethel ess nondiscriminatory within the meaning of the Satute.™

28. For OSS functions that have no retall anaogue, the BOC mugt offer access * sufficient
to dlow an efficient competitor a meaningful opportunity to compete”” In ng whether the qudity
of access affords an efficient competitor ameaningful opportunity to compete, the Commission will
examine, in the firgt ingtance, whether specific performance standards exist for those functions.” In
particular, the Commission will consider whether appropriate sandards for measuring OSS

%  Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3990, para. 84.
® d.

" 1d. Aspart of aBOC’s demonstration that it is“providing” a checklist item (e.g., unbundled loops, unbundled
local switching, resale services), it must demonstrate that it is providing nondiscriminatory accessto the systems,
information, and personnel that support that element or service. An examination of aBOC's OSS performanceis
therefore integral to the determination of whether aBOC is offering al of the items contained in the competitive
checklist. 1d.

™ 1d. a 3990-91, para. 84.
2 1d.at 3991, para. 85.
B

" Id. For example, the Commission would not deem an incumbent LEC to be providing nondiscriminatory access to

OSSif limitations on the processing of information between the interface and the back office systems prevented a
competitor from performing a specific function in substantially the same time and manner as the incumbent performs
that function for itself.

% Seeid.
®1d.at 3991, para. 86.
T d.
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performance have been adopted by the relevant state commission or agreed upon by the BOC in an
interconnection agreement or during the implementation of such an agreement.” If such performance
dandards exi<t, the Commission will evauate whether the BOC' s performance is sufficient to allow an
efficent competitor ameaningful opportunity to compete.”

29.  The Commission anayzes whether a BOC has met the nondiscrimination sandard for
each OSS function using a two-step gpproach. Firg, the Commission determines “whether the BOC
has deployed the necessary systems and personnel to provide sufficient access to each of the necessary
OSS functions and whether the BOC is adequately assisting competing carriers to understand how to
implement and use dl of the OSS functions available to them.”® The Commission next assesses
“whether the OSS functions that the BOC has deployed are operationdly ready, as a practica
matter.”®*

30. Under the firgt inquiry, a BOC must demondirate that it has developed sufficient
eectronic (for functions that the BOC accesses dectronicaly) and manua interfaces to dlow competing
carriers equivaent accessto dl of the necessary OSS functions® For example, aBOC must provide
competing carriers with the specifications necessary for carriers to design or modify their sysemsin a
manner that will enable them to communicate with the BOC's systems and any relevant interfaces® In
addition, aBOC mugt disclose to competing carriers any internd business rules* and other formatting

® |d. Asageneral proposition, specific performance standards adopted by a state commission in an arbitration

decision would be more persuasive evidence of commercial reasonableness than a standard unilaterally adopted by
the BOC outside of itsinterconnection agreement. 1d. at 20619-20.

" Seeid. at 3991-92, para. 86.

8 1d. at 3992, para. 87; Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20616; see also Second Bell South Louisiana
Order, 13 FCC Rcd at 20654; Bell South South Carolina Order, 13 FCC Red at 592-93. In making this determination,
the Commission “consider[s] all of the automated and manual processes a BOC has undertaken to provide access to
OSSfunctions,” including the interface (or gateway) that connects the competing carrier’s own operations support
systems to the BOC; any electronic or manual processing link between that interface and the BOC’s OSS (including
all necessary back office systems and personnel); and all of the OSS that a BOC usesin providing network elements
and resale servicesto acompeting carrier. Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Rcd a 20615; see also Second
BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Rcd at 20654 n.241.

8 SeeBell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3992, para. 88.

& |d. at 3992, para. 87; see also Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20616, para. 136 (The Commission
determines “whether the BOC has deployed the necessary systems and personnel to provide sufficient access to
each of the necessary OSS functions and whether the BOC is adequately assisting competing carriers to understand
how to implement and use al of the OSS functions available to them.”). For example, a BOC must provide competing
carriers the specifications necessary to design their systems interfaces and business rules necessary to format
orders, and demonstrate that systems are scalable to handle current and projected demand. 1d.

8 4.

8 Businessrulesrefer to the protocols that a BOC uses to ensure uniformity in the format of orders and include
information concerning ordering codes such as universal service ordering codes (USOCs) and field identifiers (FIDs).
Id.; see also Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red a 20617 n.335.
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information necessary to ensure that a carrier’ s requests and orders are processed eficiently.® Findly,
aBOC must demondtrate that its OSS is designed to accommodate both current demand and projected
demand for competing carriers access to OSS functions® Although not a prerequisite, the
Commission continues to encourage the use of industry standards as an appropriate means of meeting
the needs of a comptitive locd exchange market.®

31 Under the second inquiry, the Commission examines performance measurements and
other evidence of commercia readiness to ascertain whether the BOC's OSS is handling current
demand and will be able to handle reasonably foreseesble future volumes® The most probetive
evidence that OSS functions are operationdly ready is actud commercia usage® Absent sufficient and
reliable data on commercid usage, the Commission will consider the results of carrier-to-carrier testing,
independent third-party testing, and interna testing in assessing the commercia readiness of aBOC's
OSS.* Although the Commission does not require OSS testing, a persuasive test will provide uswith
an objective means by which to evaluate a BOC's OSS readiness where there is little to no evidence of
commercid usage, or may otherwise strengthen an gpplication where the BOC' s evidence of actud
commercid usageiswesk or is otherwise chalenged by competitors. The persuasiveness of athird-
party review, however, is dependent upon the qualifications, experience and independence of the third
party and the conditions and scope of the review itsdlf.”* If the review islimited in scope or depth or is
not independent and blind, the Commission will giveit minima weght. As noted above, to the extent the
Commission reviews performance data, it looks at the totdity of the circumstances and generdly does
not view individua performance disparities, particularly if they are isolated and dight, as digpositive of
whether aBOC has satisfied its checklist obligations.” Individua performance disparities may,
neverthdess, result in afinding of checklist noncompliance, particularly if the disparity is substantia or
has endured for along time, or if it is accompanied by other evidence of discriminatory conduct or
evidence that competing carriers have been denied a meaningful opportunity to compete.

a. Relevance of a BOC’'sPrior Section 271 Orders

32.  The SAVBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order specificdly outlined a non-exhaugtive evidentiary
showing that must be made in the initia application when a BOC seeks to rely on evidence presented in

% Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Rcd at 3992, para. 88.

% d.

¥ Seeid.

8 |d. at 3993, para. 89.

89 Id

©d.

' Seeid.; Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20659 (emphasizing that athird-party review should
encompass the entire obligation of theincumbent LEC to provide nondiscriminatory access, and, where applicable,

should consider the ability of actual competing carriersin the market to operate using the incumbent’ s OSS access).

% See SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6301-02, para. 138.
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another gpplication.® Firgt, aBOC's gpplication must explain the extent to which the OSS are “the
sane’ —that is, whether it employs the shared use of asingle OSS, or the use of systems that are
identical, but separate® To satidfy thisinquiry, the Commission looks to whether the rlevant sates
utilize a common set of processes, business rules, interfaces, systems and, in many instances, even
personnel.* The Commission will dso carefully examine third party reports that demongtrate that the
BOC' s OSS are the same in each of the rdevant states® Findly, where aBOC has discernibly
separate OSS, it must demondtrate that its OSS reasonably can be expected to behave in the same
manner.”” Second, unless an gpplicant seeks to establish only that certain discrete components of its
OSS are the same, an gpplicant must submit evidence rdaing to all agpects of its OSS, including those
OSS functions performed by BOC personnel.

b. Pre-Ordering

33. A BOC mug demongtrate that: (i) it offers nondiscriminatory accessto OSS pre-
ordering functions associated with determining whether aloop is capable of supporting xDSL advanced
technologies; (ii) competing carriers successtully have built and are using gpplication-to- gpplication
interfaces to perform pre-ordering functions and are able to integrate pre-ordering and ordering
interfaces; * and (iii) its pre-ordering systems provide reasonably prompt response times and are
consgtently available in amanner that affords competitors a meaningful opportunity to compete.®

34.  The pre-ordering phase of OSS generdly includes those activitiesthat a carrier
undertakes to gather and verify the information necessary to place an order.'® Given that pre-ordering

% Seeid. at 6286-91, paras. 107-18

% Seeid. at 6288, para. 111.

% The Commission has consistently held that aBOC’ s OSS includes both mechanized systems and manual

processes, and thus the OSS functions performed by BOC personnel have been part of the FCC’'s OSS functionality
and commercial readiness reviews.

% See SAVBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, id. at 6287, para. 108.

% Seeid. a 6288, para. 111.

% In prior orders, the Commission has emphasized that providing pre-ordering functionality through an
application-to-application interface is essential in enabling carriersto conduct real-time processing and to integrate
pre-ordering and ordering functionsin the same manner asthe BOC. SAWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Rcd at 18426, para.
148.
% The Commission has held previously that an interface that provides responsesin a prompt timeframe and is
stable and reliable, is necessary for competing carriers to market their services and serve their customers as efficiently
and at the same level of quality asaBOC servesits own customers. See Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Rcd
at 4025 and 4029, paras. 145 and 154.

1% See Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4014, para. 129; see also Second Bell South Louisiana Order,
13 FCC Rcd at 20660, para. 94 (referring to “ pre-ordering and ordering” collectively as “the exchange of information
between tel ecommunications carriers about current or proposed customer products and services or unbundled
network elements or some combination thereof”). In prior orders, the Commission hasidentified the following five
pre-order functions: (1) custorrer service record (CSR) information; (2) address validation; (3) telephone number
information; (4) due date information; (5) services and feature information. See Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15
(continued....)
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represents the first exposure that a prospective customer has to a competing carrier, it is critica that a
competing carrier is able to accomplish pre-ordering activities in amanner no less efficient and
responsve than the incumbent.* Most of the pre-ordering activities that must be undertaken by a
competing carrier to order resde services and UNES from the incumbent are anaogous to the activities
aBOC must accomplish to furnish service to its own customers. For these pre-ordering functions, a
BOC must demondtrate that it provides requesting carriers access that enables them to perform pre-
ordering functions in subgtantidly the same time and manner asitsretall operations.'” For those pre-
ordering functions that lack aretail analogue, aBOC must provide access that affords an efficient
competitor ameaningful opportunity to compete.® In prior orders, the Commission has emphasized
that providing pre-ordering functiondity through an gpplication-to-application interface is essentia in
enabling carriers to conduct redl-time processing and to integrate pre-ordering and ordering functionsin
the same manner asthe BOC."*

0] Accessto Loop Qualification Information

35. In accordance with the UNE Remand Order,** the Commission requires incumbent
carriersto provide competitors with access to dl of the same detailed information about the loop that is
available to the incumbents,'® and in the same time frame, so that a competing carrier can make an
independent judgment at the pre-ordering stage about whether an end user loop is capable of
supporting the advanced services equipment the competing carrier intends to ingtdl.*” Under the UNE
Remand Order, the rdevant inquiry is not whether aBOC' sretail arm accesses such underlying
information but whether such information exists anywhere in a BOC' s back office and can be accessed

(Continued from previous page)
FCC Rcd at 4015, para. 132; Second Bell South Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20660, para. 94; Bell South South
Carolina Order, 13 FCC Rcd at 619, para. 147.

198 Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4014, para. 129.

102 1d.; see also BellSouth South Carolina Order, 13 FCC Red at 623-29 (concluding that failure to deploy an
application-to-application interface denies competing carriers equival ent access to pre-ordering OSS functions).

103 Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4014, para. 129.
1 Seeid. at 4014, para. 130; Second Bell South Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20661-67, para. 105.

1% UNE Remand Order, 15 FCC Rcd at 3885, para. 426 (determining “that the pre-ordering function includes access
to loop qualification information”).

1% sSeeid. Ataminimum, aBOC must provide (1) the composition of the loop meterial, including both fiber and

copper; (2) the existence, location and type of any electronic or other equipment on the loop, including but not
limited to, digital loop carrier or other remote concentration devices, feeder/distribution interfaces, bridge taps, |oad
coils, pair-gain devices, disturbersin the same or adjacent binder groups; (3) the loop length, including the length
and location of each type of transmission media; (4) the wire gauge(s) of the loop; and (5) the electrical parameters of
the loop, which may determine the suitability of the loop for various technologies. 1d.

197 Asthe Commission has explained in prior proceedings, because characteristics of aloop, such asitslength and
the presence of various impedimentsto digital transmission, can hinder certain advanced services technologies,
carriers often seek to “pre-qualify” aloop by accessing basic loop makeup information that will assist carriersin
ascertaining whether the loop, either with or without the removal of the impediments, can support a particular
advanced service. Seeid., 15 FCC Rcd at 4021, para. 140.
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by any of aBOC's personnel.’® Moreover, a BOC may not “filter or digest” the underlying information
and may not provide only information that is useful in provisoning of aparticular type of xXDSL thet a
BOC offers'® A BOC must dso provide loop qudlification information based, for example, on an
individua address or zip code of the end usersin aparticular wire center, NXX code or on any other
basis that the BOC provides such information to itsalf. Moreover, aBOC must aso provide access for
competing carriers to the loop quaifying information that the BOC can itsdf access manudly or
eectronicdly. Finaly, aBOC must provide access to loop qudification information to competitors
within the same timeintervasit is provided to the BOC' sretail operations or its advanced services
dfiliae™® Asthe Commisson determined in the UNE Remand Order, however, “to the extent such
information is not normally provided to the incumbent’ s retall personnd, but can be obtained by
contacting back office personnd, it must be provided to requesting carriers within the same time frame
that any incumbent personnd are able to obtain such information.”*

C. Ordering

36. Congstent with section 271(c)(2)(B)(ii), a BOC must demondtrate its ability to provide
competing carriers with access to the OSS functions necessary for placing wholesale orders. For those
functions of the ordering systems for which thereisaretail andogue, a BOC must demondtrate, with
performance data and other evidence, that it provides competing carriers with access to its OSSin
subgtantialy the same time and manner asit providesto itsretail operations. For those ordering
functionsthat lack a direct retaill analogue, a BOC must demondirate that its systems and performance
dlow an efficient carrier ameaningful opportunity to compete. Asin prior section 271 orders, the
Commission looks primarily at the applicant’ s ability to return order confirmation notices, order reject
notices, order completion notices and jeopardies, and at its order flow-through rate.*

d. Provisoning

37. A BOC mugt provison competing carriers orders for resale and UNE-P servicesin
subgtantidly the same time and manner as it provisions orders for its own retail customers.™ Consstent

1% UNE Remand Order, 15 FCC Red at 3885-3887, paras. 427-431 (noting that “to the extent such information is not
normally provided to the incumbent’ sretail personnel, but can be obtained by contacting back office personnel, it
must be provided to requesting carriers within the same time frame that any incumbent personnel are able to obtain
suchinformation.”).

1% See SWBT Kansas Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6292-93, para. 121.
110 | d
™ UNE Remand Order, 15 FCC Red at 3885-3887, paras. 427-31.

12 See SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18438, para. 170; Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4035-39,
paras. 163-66. The Commission examines (i) order flow-through rates, (ii) jeopardy notices and (iii) order completion
notices using the “ same time and manner” standard. The Commission examines order confirmation notices and order
rejection notices using the “meaningful opportunity to compete” standard.

3 See Bell Atlantic New York, 15 FCC Red at 4058, para. 196. For provisioning timeliness, the Commission looks to
missed due dates and average installation intervals; for provisioning quality, the Commission looks to service
problems experienced at the provisioning stage.
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with the gpproach in prior section 271 orders, the Commission examines a BOC's provisoning
processes, as well asits performance with respect to provisoning timeliness (i.e., missed due dates and
average inddlation intervals) and provisioning qudity (i.e., service problems experienced at the
provisoning stage).**

e. Maintenance and Repair

38. A competing carrier that provides service through resale or UNES remains dependent
upon the incumbent LEC for maintenance and repair. Thus, as part of its obligation to provide
nondiscriminatory access to OSS functions, a BOC must provide requesting carriers with
nondiscriminatory access to its maintenance and repair systems.™ To the extent a BOC performs
ana ogous maintenance and repair functionsfor its retail operations, it must provide competing carriers
access that enables them to perform maintenance and repair functions “in subgtantialy the same time and
manner” asaBOC providesitsretall customers.™® Equivaent access ensures that competing carriers
can asss cusomers experiencing service disruptions using the same network information and diagnostic
tools that are available to BOC personnd.™” Without equivalent access, a competing carrier would be
placed a a sgnificant competitive disadvantage, as its cusomer would perceive a problem with a
BOC' s network as a problem with the competing carrier’s own network.™

f. Billing

39. A BOC mus provide nondiscriminatory accessto its billing functions, which is
necessary to enable competing carriers to provide accurate and timely bills to their customers.™ In
making this determination, the Commission assesses a BOC' s hilling processes and systems, and its
performance data. Consistent with prior section 271 orders, a BOC must demongtrate that it provides
competing carriers with complete and accurate reports on the service usage of competing carriers
cusomers in subgtantidly the same time and manner that a BOC provides such information to itsdf, and
with wholesale hills in amanner that gives competing carriers ameaningful opportunity to compete.”

g. Change M anagement Process

114
Id.

15 1d. at 4067, para. 212; Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20692; Ameritech Michigan Order, 12
FCC Rcd at 20613, 20660-61.

116 Bel| Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4058, para. 196; see also Second Bell South Louisiana Order, 13
FCC Rcd at 20692-93.

17 Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4058, para. 196.
118 |d
19 See SWBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18461, para. 210.

120 Seeid.; SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6316-17, at para. 163.
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40.  Competing carriers need information about, and specifications for, an incumbent’s
systems and interfaces to develop and modify their systems and procedures to access the incumbent’s
OSS functions*® Thus, in order to demondrate that it is providing nondiscriminatory accessto its OSS,
aBOC must first demondtrate thet it * has deployed the necessary systems and personnd to provide
aufficient access to each of the necessary OSS functionsand . . . is adequatdly assisting competing
cariers to understand how to implement and use dl of the OSS functions available to them.”*#* By
showing that it adequately assists competing carriers to use available OSS functions, a BOC provides
evidence that it offers an efficient competitor a meaningful opportunity to compete” Aspart of this
demondration, the Commission will give substantial consideration to the existence of an adequate
change management process and evidence that the BOC has adhered to this process over time.***

41.  The change management process refers to the methods and procedures that the BOC
employs to communicate with competing carriers regarding the performance of, and changes in, the
BOC's OSS.** Such changes may include updates to exigting functions that impact competing carrier
interface(s) upon aBOC' s release of new interface software; technology changes that require
competing carriers to meet new technical requirements upon a BOC' s software rel ease date; additional
functionality changes that may be used at the competing carrier’ s option, on or after aBOC' s release
date for new interface software; and changes that may be mandated by regulatory authorities.””®
Without a change management processin place, a BOC can impose substantia costs on competing
cariers smply by making changesto its systems and interfaces without providing adequate testing
opportunities and accurate and timely notice and documentation of the changes.™ Change management
problems can impair a competing carrier’s ability to obtain nondiscriminatory access to UNES, and
hence aBOC's compliance with section 271(2)(B)(ii).”®

42. In evauating whether a BOC' s change management plan affords an efficient competitor
ameaningful opportunity to compete, the Commission first assesses whether the plan is adequate. In
making this determination, it assesses whether the evidence demondtrates. (1) that information rdating
to the change management process is clearly organized and readily accessible to competing carriers;™”
(2) that competing carriers had substantia input in the design and continued operation of the change

2 Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3999-4000, para. 102; First Bell South Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red
at 6279 n.197; Bell South South Carolina Order, 13 FCC Red at 625 n.467; Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Rcd at
20617 n.334; Local Competition Second Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 19742.

122 el| Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 3999, para. 102.
12314, g 3999-4000, para. 102

124 1d. at 4000, para. 102.

%5 1d. at 4000, para. 103.

126 Id

27 1d. at 4000, para. 103.

128 Id

29 1d. at 4002, para. 107.
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management process;™ (3) that the change management plan defines a procedure for the timely
resolution of change management disoutes;™ (4) the avallability of a sable testing environment that
mirrors production;*** and (5) the efficacy of the documentation the BOC makes available for the
purpose of building an dectronic gateway.™* After determining whether the BOC' s change management
plan is adequate, the Commission eva uates whether the BOC has demondtrated a pattern of

compliance with this plan.***

2. UNE Combinations

43. In order to comply with the requirements of checklist item 2, aBOC must show thet it
is offering “[n]ondiscriminatory access to network eements in accordance with the requirements of
section 251(c)(3)."** Section 251(c)(3) requires an incumbent LEC to “provide, to any requesting
telecommunications carrier . . . nondiscriminatory access to network eements on an unbundled basis at
any technicaly feasible point on rates, terms and conditions that are just, reasonable, and
nondiscriminatory.”* Section 251(c)(3) of the Act aso requires incumbent LECs to provide UNESIn
amanner that dlows requesting carriers to combine such eementsin order to provide a
telecommunications service™

44, In the Ameritech Michigan Order, the Commission emphasized thet the ability of
requesting carriers to use UNES, as well as combinations of UNES, isintegrd to achieving Congress
objective of promoting competition in loca telecommunications markets™® Using combinations of
UNEs provides a competitor with the incentive and ability to package and market servicesin ways that
differ from the BOCS' exigting service offerings in order to compete in the loca telecommunications
market.™*® Moreover, combining the incumbent’s UNEs with their own fadilities encourages fadilities-
based competition and allows competing providers to provide awide array of competitive choices.'*

130 1d. at 4000, para. 104.
B 1d. at 4002, para. 108.
32 1d. a 4002-03, paras. 109-10.

133 1d. at 4003-04, para. 110. Inthe Bell Atlantic New York Order, the Commission used these factors in determining
whether Bell Atlantic had an adequate change management processin place. Seeid. at 4004, para. 111. The
Commission |eft open the possibility, however, that a change management plan different from the one implemented
by Bell Atlantic may be sufficient to demonstrate compliance with the requirements of section 271. Id.

134 1d. at 3999, para. 101, 4004-05, para. 112.

13547 U.S.C. § 271(0)(2)(B)(ii).

12614 § 251()(3).

137 Id

138 Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20718-19; Bell South South Carolina Order, 13 FCC Red at 646.

139 Bell South South Carolina Order, 13 FCC Rcd at 646; see also Local Competition First Report and Order, 11
FCC Rcd at 15666-68.

10 Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4077-78, para. 230.
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Because the use of combinations of UNES is an important strategy for entry into the loca
telecommunications market, aswell as an obligation under the requirements of section 271, the
Commission examines section 271 gpplications to determine whether competitive carriers are able to
combine network elements as required by the Act and the Commission’ s regulations.**

3. Pricing of Network Elements

45, Checkligt item 2 of section 271 states that a BOC must provide “ nondiscriminatory
access to network elements in accordance with sections 251(c)(3) and 252(d)(1)” of the Act.*?
Section 251(c)(3) requiresincumbent LECs to provide “nondiscriminatory access to network elements
on an unbundled basis a any technicdly feasible point on rates, terms, and conditions that are just,
reasonable, and nondiscriminatory.”* Section 252(d)(1) requires that a stlate commission’s
determination of the just and reasonable rates for network elements shall be based on the cost of
providing the network eements, shal be nondiscriminatory, and may include a reasonable profit.**
Pursuant to this statutory mandate, the Commission has determined that prices for UNEs must be based
on the totd dement long run incrementd cost (TELRIC) of providing those dements* The
Commission aso promulgated rule 51.315(b), which prohibits incumbent LECs from separating aready
combined elements before providing them to competing carriers, except on request.**® The Commission
has previoudy held that it will not conduct a de novo review of agtae' s pricing determinations and will
regject an gpplication only if “basc TELRIC principles are violated or the state commission makes clear
errorsin factua findings on maiters so subgtantia thet the end result fals outsde the range thet the
reasonable gpplication of TELRIC principles would produce.”*”

46.  Although the U.S. Court of Appedsfor the Eighth Circuit stayed the Commission’'s
pricing rulesin 1996, the Supreme Court restored the Commission’s pricing authority on January 25,

141 |d

247 U.SC. § 271(0)(2)(B)(ii).
3 1d. § 251(c)(3).

1447 U.S.C. §252(d)(1).

¥ Local Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 15844-46, paras. 674-79; 47 C.F.R. §§ 51.501 et seq.;
see also Deployment of Wireline Services Offering Advanced Telecommunications Capability, CC Docket No. 98-
147, and Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket
No. 96-98, Third Report and Order and Fourth Report and Order, 14 FCC Rcd 20912, 20974, para. 135 (Line Sharing
Order) (concluding that states should set the prices for line sharing as a new network element in the same manner as
the state sets pricesfor other UNES).

6 See 47 CF.R. §51.315(b).

7 Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Rcd at 4084, para. 244; SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at
6266, para. 59.

8 1owa Utils. Bd. v. FCC, 120 F.3d 753, 800, 804, 805-06 (8" Cir. 1997).
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1999, and remanded to the Eighth Circuit for consideration of the merits of the chalenged rules** On
remand from the Supreme Court, the Eighth Circuit concluded that while TELRIC is an acceptable
method for determining costs, certain specific requirements contained within the Commission’s pricing
rules were contrary to Congressond intent.® The Eighth Circuit has stayed the issuance of its mandate
pending review by the Supreme Court.*** Accordingly, the Commisson’s pricing rules remain in effect.

C. Checklist Item 3 — Poles, Ducts, Conduits and Rights of Way

47.  Section 271(c)(2)(B)(iii) requires BOCs to provide “[n]ondiscriminatory access to the
poles, ducts, conduits, and rights-of-way owned or controlled by the [BOC] at just and reasonable
rates in accordance with the requirements of section 224.* Section 224(f)(1) Satesthat “[a] utility
shdl provide a cable televison system or any teecommunications carrier with nondiscriminatory access
to any pole, duct, conduit, or right-of-way owned or controlled by it.”*** Notwithstanding this
requirement, section 224(f)(2) permits a utility providing eectric service to deny accessto its poles,
ducts, conduits, and rights-of-way, on a nondiscriminatory bads, “where there isinsufficient capacity
and for reasons of safety, reliability and generdly gpplicable engineering purposes.”™ Section 224 aso
contains two separate provisons governing the maximum rates that a utility may charge for “pole

9 AT&T Corp. v. lowa Utils. Bd., 525 U.S. 366 (1999). In reaching its decision, the Court acknowledged that
section 201(b) “explicitly grants the FCC jurisdiction to make rules governing matters to which the 1996 Act applies.”
Id. at 380. Furthermore, the Court determined that section 251(d) also provides evidence of an expressjurisdictional
grant by requiring that “the Commission [shall] complete all actions necessary to establish regulations to implement
the requirements of thissection.” Id. at 382. The Court also held that the pricing provisions implemented under the
Commission’s rulemaking authority do not inhibit the establishment of rates by the states. The Court concluded that
the Commission has jurisdiction to design a pricing methodology to facilitate local competition under the 1996 Act,
including pricing for interconnection and unbundled access, as “it isthe States that will apply those standards and
implement that methodol ogy, determining the concrete result.” 1d.

%0 |owa Utils. Bd. v. FCC, 219 F.3d 744 (8" Cir. 2000), petition for cert. granted sub nom. Verizon Communications
v. FCC, 121 S. Ct. 877 (2001).

1L Jowa Utils. Bd. v. FCC, No. 96-3321 et al.. (8" Cir. Sept. 25, 2000).

247 U.S.C. 8§ 271(c)(2)(B)(iii). Asoriginaly enacted, section 224 wasintended to address obstacles that cable
operators encountered in obtaining access to poles, ducts, conduits, or rights-of-way owned or controlled by
utilities. The 1996 Act amended section 224 in several important respects to ensure that telecommunicationscarriers
aswell as cable operators have access to poles, ducts, conduits, or rights-of-way owned or controlled by utility
companies, including LECs. Second Bell South Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Rcd at 20706, n.574.

58 47U.S.C. § 224(f)(1). Section 224(a)(1) defines “utility” to include any entity, including a LEC, that controls
“poles, ducts, conduits, or rights-of-way used, in whole or in part, for any wire communications.” 47 U.S.C.
§ 224(a)(1).

54 47 U.S.C. § 224(f)(2). IntheLocal Competition First Report and Order, the Commission concluded that,
although the statutory exception enunciated in section 224(f)(2) appearsto be limited to utilities providing electrical
service, LECs should also be permitted to deny access to their poles, ducts, conduits, and rights-of-way because of
insufficient capacity and for reasons of safety, reliability and generally applicable engineering purposes, provided the
assessment of such factorsis donein anondiscriminatory manner. Local Competition First Report and Order, 11
FCC Rcd at 16080-81, paras. 1175-77.

D-22



Federal Communications Commission FCC 02-118

attachments.”** Section 224(b)(1) states that the Commission shdl regulate the rates, terms, and
conditions governing pole attachments to ensure that they are “just and reasonable.”*® Notwithstanding
this genera grant of authority, section 224(c)(1) Sates that “[n]othing in [section 224] shdl be construed
to apply to, or to give the Commission jurisdiction with respect to the rates, terms, and conditions, or
access to poles, ducts, conduits and rights-of-way as provided in [section 224(f)], for pole attachments
in any case where such metters are regulated by a State.”™” Asof 1992, nineteen gates, including
Connecticut, had certified to the Commission that they regulated the rates, terms, and conditions for
pole attachments.**®

D. Checklist Item 4 — Unbundled L ocal L oops

48. Section 271(c)(2)(B)(iv) of the Act, item 4 of the competitive checklig, requiresthat a
BOC provide “[I]ocal loop transmission from the centrd office to the customer’s premises, unbundled
from loca switching or other services.”* The Commission has defined the loop as atransmisson
facility between a digtribution frame, or its equivadent, in an incumbent LEC centrd office, and the
demarcation point a the cusomer premises. This definition includes different types of loops, including
two-wire and four-wire anaog voice-grade loops, and two-wire and four-wire loops that are
conditioned to transmit the digital sgna's needed to provide service such as ISDN, ADSL, HDSL, and
DS1-levd sgnds™®

49. In order to establish that it is“providing” unbundled loca loops in compliance with
checklist item 4, aBOC must demondirate that it has a concrete and specific legd obligation to furnish
loops and that it is currently doing so in the quantities that competitors demand and at an acceptable
leve of qudity. A BOC must dso demongtrate thet it provides nondiscriminatory access to unbundled

15 Section 224(a)(4) defines “ pole attachment” as“any attachment by a cable television system or provider of
telecommunications service to apole, duct, conduit, or right-of-way owned or controlled by autility.” 47 U.S.C.
8§ 224(a)(4).

1647 U.S.C. § 224(b)(1).

7 1d. § 224(c)(1). The 1996 Act extended the Commission’s authority to include not just rates, terms, and
conditions, but also the authority to regulate nondiscriminatory access to poles, ducts, conduits, and rights-of-way.
Local Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Rcd at 16104, para. 1232; 47 U.S.C. § 224(f). Absent state
regulation of terms and conditions of nondiscriminatory attachment access, the Commission retains jurisdiction.
Local Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 16104, para. 1232; 47 U.S.C. § 224(c)(1); see also Bell
Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Rcd at 4093, para. 264.

%8 See States That Have Certified That They Regulate Pole Attachments, Public Notice, 7 FCC Red 1498 (1992); 47
U.SC. § 224(f).

159 47U.SC. § 271(c)(2)(B)(iv).

1% Local Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 15691, para. 380; UNE Remand Order, 15 FCC Red at
3772-73, paras. 166-67, n.301 (retaining definition of the local loop from the Local Competition First Report and
Order, but replacing the phrase “ network interconnection device” with “demarcation point,” and making explicit that
dark fiber and loop conditioning are among the features, functions and capabilities of the loop).
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loops.*®t Specificaly, the BOC must provide access to any functiondity of the loop requested by a
competing carrier unlessit is not technicaly feasble to condition the loop facility to support the
particular functiondity requested. In order to provide the requested loop functiondity, such asthe
ability to ddiver xDSL services, the BOC may be required to take affirmative steps to condition existing
loop facilities to enable competing carriers to provide services not currently provided over the facilities.
The BOC must provide competitors with access to unbundled loops regardless of whether the BOC
uses digital loop carrier (DLC) technology or smilar remote concentration devices for the particular
loops sought by the competitor.

50.  On December 9, 1999, the Commission released the Line Sharing Order, which
introduced new rules requiring BOCs to offer requesting carriers unbundled access to the high-
frequency portion of loca loops (HFPL).** HFPL is defined as “the frequency above the voiceband on
acopper loop facility that is being used to carry traditiona POTS anaog circuit-switched voiceband
transmissons.” This definition gpplies whether a BOC' s voice customers are served by cooper or by
digital loop carrier equipment. Competing carriers should have access to the HFPL at either a centra
office or & aremote termina. However, the HFPL network element is only available on a copper loop
fadlity.'®

51.  To determine whether aBOC makes line sharing available consstent with Commission
rules st out in the Line Sharing Order, the Commission examines categories of performance
measurements identified in the Bell Atlantic New York and SWBT Texas Orders. Specificdly, a
successful BOC gpplicant could provide evidence of BOC-caused missed ingtallation due dates,
average inddlation intervals, trouble reports within 30 days of ingalation, mean time to repair, trouble
report rates, and repesat trouble report rates. In addition, a successful BOC applicant should provide
evidence that its centrd offices are operationdly ready to handle commercia volumes of line sharing and
that it provides competing carriers with nondiscriminatory access to the pre-ordering and ordering OSS
functions associated with the provision of line shared loops, including access to loop quaification
information and databases.

52.  Section 271(c)(2)(B)(iv) dso requires that a BOC demondtrate that it makesline
splitting available to competing carriers so that competing carriers may provide voice and data service
over asingleloop.™ In addition, aBOC must demonstrate that a competing carrier, either doneor in

181 QWVBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18481-81, para. 248; Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4095, para.
269; Second Bell South Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Rcd at 20637, para. 185.

162 See Line Sharing Order, 14 FCC Red at 20924-27, paras. 20-27.

163 See Deployment of Wireline Services offering Advanced Telecommunications Capability and | mplementation
of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Third Report and Order on
Reconsideration in CC Docket No. 98-147, Fourth Report and Order on Reconsideration in CC Docket No. 96-98, 16
FCC Red 2101, 2106-07, para. 10 (2001).

1% See generally SWVBT Texas Order, 15 FCC Red at 18515-17, paras. 323-329 (describing line splitting); 47 C.F.R. §
51.703(c) (requiring that incumbent L ECs provide competing carriers with access to unbundled loops in a manner that
allows competing carriers “to provide any telecommunications service that can be offered by means of that network
element”).
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conjunction with another carrier, is able to replace an existing UNE-P configuration used to provide
voice service with an arrangement that enablesit to provide voice and data service to acustomer. To
meake such ashowing, aBOC must show thet it has alegd obligation to provide line splitting through
rates, terms, and conditions in interconnection agreements and that it offers competing carriers the ability
to order an unbundled xDSL- capable loop terminated to a collocated splitter and DSLAM equi pment,
and combine it with unbundled switching and shared transport.'®

E. Checklist Item 5— Unbundled Local Transport

53.  Section 271(c)(2)(B)(v) of the competitive checklist requires aBOC to provide “[I]oca
trangport from the trunk side of awirdineloca exchange carrier switch unbundled from switching or
other services.”**® The Commission has required that BOCs provide both dedicated and shared
trangport to requesting carriers.® Dedicated transport consists of BOC transmission facilities dedicated
to aparticular customer or carrier that provide telecommunications between wire centers owned by
BOCs or requesting telecommunications carriers, or between switches owned by BOCs or requesting
telecommunications carriers.*® Shared trangport conssts of transmission facilities shared by more than
one carrier, including the BOC, between end office switches, between end office switches and tandem
switches, and between tandem switches, in the BOC' s network.'®

F. Checklist Item 6 — Unbundled L ocal Switching

1% See SWBT Kansas/Oklahoma Order, 16 FCC Red at 6348, para. 220.
1% 47U.S.C. §271(c)(2)(B)(v).

187 Second Bell South Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20719, para. 201.

% 1d. A BOC hasthe following obligations with respect to dedicated transport: (a) provide unbundled access to

dedicated transmission facilities between BOC central officesor between such offices and serving wire centers
(SWCs); between SWCs and interexchange carriers points of presence (POPs); between tandem switches and SWCs,
end offices or tandems of the BOC, and the wire centers of BOCs and requesting carriers; (b) provide all technically
feasible transmission capabilities such as DS1, DS3, and Optical Carrier levelsthat the competing carrier could use to
provide telecommunications; (c) not limit the facilities to which dedicated interoffice transport facilities are
connected, provided such interconnections are technically feasible, or restrict the use of unbundled transport
facilities; and (d) to the extent technically feasible, provide requesting carriers with accessto digital cross-connect
system functionality in the same manner that the BOC offers such capahilities to interexchange carriers that purchase
transport services. 1d. at 20719.

%9 1d. at 20719, n.650. The Commission also found that aBOC has the following obligations with respect to shared
transport: (&) provide shared transport in away that enables the traffic of requesting carriersto be carried on the
same transport facilities that aBOC uses for its own traffic; (b) provide shared transport transmission facilities
between end office switches, between its end office and tandem switches, and between tandem switchesin its
network; (c) permit requesting carriers that purchase unbundled shared transport and unbundled switching to use
the same routing table that is resident in the BOC’ s switch; and (d) permit requesting carriersto use shared (or
dedicated) transport as an unbundled element to carry originating access traffic from, and terminating traffic to,
customers to whom the requesting carrier is also providing local exchange service. 1d. at 20720, n.652.
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54.  Section 271(c)(2)(B)(vi) of the 1996 Act requires a BOC to provide “[lJoca switching
unbundled from transport, loca loop transmission, or other services.”*” In the Second Bell South
Louisiana Order, the Commission required Bell South to provide unbundled loca switching that
induded line-side and trunk-sde facilities, plus the features, functions, and capabilities of the switch.*™
The features, functions, and cgpabilities of the switch include the basic switching function as well asthe
same basic capabilities that are available to the incumbent LEC' s customers'” Additionaly, loca
switching includes dl vertica features thet the switch is capable of providing, aswell as any technically
feasible customized routing functions

55. Moreover, in the Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, the Commission required
BdlSouth to permit competing carriers to purchase UNES, including unbundled switching, in a manner
that permits a competing carrier to offer, and hill for, exchange access and the termination of loca
traffic.'* The Commission aso stated that measuring daily customer usage for billing purposes requires
essentialy the same OSS functions for both competing carriers and incumbent LECs, and that aBOC
must demondrate that it is providing equivadent access to billing information.*” Therefore, the ability of a
BOC to provide hilling information necessary for a competitive LEC to hill for exchange access and
termination of locd traffic is an aspect of unbundled loca switching.'”® Thus, there is an overlap
between the provison of unbundled loca switching and the provison of the OSS hilling function.*”

56.  Tocomply with the requirements of unbundled loca switching, aBOC must dso make
available trunk ports on a shared basis and routing tables resident in the BOC' s switch, as necessary to
provide access to shared transport functiondity.* In addition, aBOC may not limit the ability of
competitorsto use unbundled loca switching to provide exchange access by requiring competing
carriers to purchase a dedicated trunk from an interexchange carrier’ s point of presence to a dedicated
trunk port on the local switch.*”

047 U.S.C. § 271(c)(2)(B)(vi); see al so Second Bell South Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20722. A switch
connects end user lines to other end user lines, and connects end user lines to trunks used for transporting acall to
another central office or to along-distance carrier. Switches can also provide end users with “vertical features’ such
ascall waiting, call forwarding, and caller ID, and can direct a call to a specific trunk, such asto acompeting carrier’s
operator services.

1 Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20722, para. 207.

172 |d

3 1d. a 20722-23, para. 207.

Y |d. at 20723, para. 208.

> 1d. at 20723, para. 208 (citing Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20619, para. 140).

176 |d

177 |d

8 |d. at 20723, para. 209 (citing the Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20705, para. 306).

% 1d. (citing the Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20714-15, paras. 324-25).
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G. Checklist Item 7 — 911/E911 Access and Directory Assistance/Operator
Services

57.  Section 271(c)(2)(B)(vii) of the Act requires a BOC to provide “[n]ondiscriminatory
accessto — (1) 911 and E911 services.”™™ In the Ameritech Michigan Order, the Commission found
that “section 271 requires a BOC to provide competitors access to its 911 and E911 servicesin the
same manner that a BOC obtains such access, i.e., a parity.”*®" Spedificaly, the Commisson found
that a BOC “must maintain the 911 database entries for competing L ECs with the same accuracy and
religbility that it maintains the database entries for its own customers.™® For facilities-based carriers,
the BOC must provide “unbundled access to [its] 911 database and 911 interconnection, including the
provison of dedicated trunks from the requesting carrier’ s switching facilities to the 911 control office at
parity with what [the BOC] providesto itsdlf.”** Section 271(c)(2)(B)(vii)(I) and section
271(c)(2)(B)(vii)(111) require aBOC to provide nondiscriminatory access to “directory assistance
sarvices to dlow the other carrier’ s customers to obtain telephone numbers’ and “operator call
completion services,” respectively.®® Section 251(b)(3) of the Act imposes on each LEC “the duty to
permit al [competing providers of telephone exchange service and telephone toll service] to have
nondiscriminatory accessto . . . operator services, directory assistance, and directory listing, with no
unreasonable diding ddays™® The Commission concluded in the Second Bell South Louisiana Order
that a BOC must be in compliance with the regulations implementing section 251(b)(3) to iy the
requirements of sections 271(c)(2)(B)(vii)(I) and 271(c)(2)(B)(vii)(111).*** In the Local Competition

180 47 U.S.C. § 271(c)(2)(B)(vii). 911 and E911 services transmit calls from end users to emergency personnel. It is
critical that aBOC provide competing carriers with accurate and nondiscriminatory accessto 911/E911 services so
that these carriers' customers are able to reach emergency assistance. Customers use directory assistance and
operator servicesto obtain customer listing information and other call completion services.

18 Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20679, para. 256.
182 |d

183 Id

18447 U.S.C. 88 271(c)(2)(B)(vii)(I1), (I11).

85 |d. § 251(b)(3). The Commission implemented section 251(b)(3) in the Local Competition Second Report and
Order. 47 C.F.R. 851.217; Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of
1996, Second Report and Order and Memorandum Opinion and Order, 11 FCC Red 19392 (1996) (Local Competition
Second Report and Order) vacated in part sub nom. People of the State of Californiav. FCC, 124 F.3d 934 (8th Cir.
1997), overruled in part, AT& T Corp. v. lowa Utils. Bd., 525 U.S. 366 (1999); see also | mplementation of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996: Provision of Directory Listings Information under the Telecommunications Act of
1934, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 14 FCC Red 15550 (1999) (Directory Listings I nformation NPRM).

185 While both sections 251(b)(3) and 271(c)(2)(B)(vii)(II) refer to nondiscriminatory access to “directory
assistance,” section 251(b)(3) refers to nondiscriminatory access to “operator services,” while section
271(c)(2)(B)(vii)(111) refers to nondiscriminatory accessto “ operator call completion services.” 47 U.S.C. 88 251(b)(3),
271(c)(2)(B)(vii)(I11). Theterm “operator call completion services’ is not defined in the Act, nor has the Commission
previously defined the term. However, for section 251(b)(3) purposes, the term “operator services’ was defined as
meaning “any automatic or live assistance to a consumer to arrange for billing or completion, or both, of atelephone
cal.” Local Competition Second Report and Order, 11 FCC Rcd at 19448, para. 110. In the same order the
Commission concluded that busy line verification, emergency interrupt, and operator-assisted directory assistance
areforms of “operator services,” because they assist customersin arranging for the billing or completion (or both) of
(continued....)
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Second Report and Order, the Commission held that the phrase “ nondiscriminatory accessto directory
assstance and directory listings’ means that “the customers of dl telecommunications service providers
should be able to access each LEC' s directory assstance service and obtain adirectory listing on a
nondiscriminatory bass, notwithstanding: (1) the identity of arequesting customer’slocd telephone
service provider; or (2) the identity of the telephone service provider for a customer whose directory
listing is requested.”**” The Commission concluded that nondiscriminatory access to the diding patterns
of 4-1-1 and 5-5-5-1-2-1-2 to access directory assstance were technicaly feasble, and would
continue.® The Commission specificaly held that the phrase * nondiscriminatory access to operator
sarvices’ means that “atelephone service customer, regardless of the identity of hisor her loca
telephone service provider, must be able to connect to alocal operator by diding ‘0, or ‘0 plus the
desired telephone number.”**

58.  Competing carriers may provide operator services and directory assstance by resdling
the BOC' s services, outsourcing service provision to athird-party provider, or using their own
personnd and facilities. The Commission’s rules require BOCs to permit competitive LECs wishing to
resell the BOC's operator services and directory assistance to request the BOC to brand their calls.™®
Competing carriers wishing to provide operator services or directory assistance using their own or a
third party provider’ s facilities and personnd must be able to obtain directory listings either by obtaining

(Continued from previous page)
atelephonecall. Id.at 19449, para. 111. All of these services may be needed or used to place acall. For example, if a
customer triesto direct dial atelephone number and constantly receives abusy signal, the customer may contact the
operator to attempt to complete the call. Since billing isanecessary part of call completion, and busy line
verification, emergency interrupt, and operator-assisted directory assistance can all be used when an operator
completes acall, the Commission concluded in the Second Bell South Louisiana Order that for checklist compliance
purposes, “operator call completion services” isasubset of or equivalent to “operator service.” Second BellSouth
Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Rcd at 20740, n.763. Asaresult, the Commission uses the nondiscriminatory standards
established for operator servicesto determine whether nondiscriminatory accessis provided.

8747 CFR. § 51.217(c)(3); Local Competition Second Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 19456-58, paras. 130-35.
The Local Competition Second Report and Order’sinterpretation of section 251(b)(3) islimited “to accessto each
LEC' sdirectory assistance service.” |d. at 19456, para. 135. However, section 271(c)(2)(B)(vii) is not limited to the
LEC’ s systems but requires “ nondiscriminatory accessto . . . directory assistance to allow the other carrier’s
customersto obtain telephone numbers.” 47 U.S.C. § 271(c)(2)(B)(vii). Combined with the Commission’s conclusion
that “incumbent LECs must unbundle the facilities and functionalities providing operator services and directory
assistance from resold services and other unbundled network elementsto the extent technically feasible,” Local
Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Rcd at 15772-73, paras. 535-37, section 271(c)(2)(B)(vii)’s requirement
should be understood to require the BOCs to provide nondiscriminatory access to the directory assistance service
provider selected by the customer’slocal service provider, regardless of whether the competitor; provides such
servicesitself; selectsthe BOC to provide such services; or chooses athird party to provide such services. See
Directory Listings |nformation NPRM.

18 |_ocal Competition Second Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 19464, para. 151.
%9 1d. at 19464, para. 151.

1% 47 CF.R. §51.217(d); Local Competition Second Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 19463, para. 148. For
example, when customers call the operator or calls for directory assistance, they typically hear a message, such as
“thank you for using XY Z Telephone Company.” Competing carriers may use the BOC'’ s brand, request the BOC to
brand the call with the competitive carriers name or request that the BOC not brand thecall at all. 47 C.F.R.

§ 51.217(d).
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directory information on a*“read only” or “per dip” basis from the BOC' s directory ass stance database,
or by creating their own directory ass stance database by obtaining the subscriber listing information in
the BOC' s database.”* Although the Commission originaly concluded that BOCs must provide
directory assistance and operator services on an unbundled basis pursuant to sections 251 and 252, the
Commission removed directory assistance and operator services from the list of required UNES in the
UNE Remand Order.** Checkligt item obligations that do not fal within a BOC's obligations under
section 251(c)(3) are not subject to the requirements of sections 251 and 252 that rates be based on
forward-1ooking economic costs™® Checklit item obligations that do not fal within aBOC s UNE
obligations, however, ill must be provided in accordance with sections 201(b) and 202(a), which
require that rates and conditions be just and reasonable, and not unreasonably discriminatory.**

H. Checklist Item 8 — White Pages Directory Listings

59.  Section 271(c)(2)(B)(viii) of the 1996 Act requires aBOC to provide “[w]hite pages
directory ligtings for customers of the other carrier’ s telephone exchange service.™ Section 251(b)(3)
of the 1996 Act obligates dl LECsto permit competitive providers of telephone exchange service and
telephone toll service to have nondiscriminatory access to directory ligting.*

60. In the Second Bell South Louisiana Order, the Commission concluded that, “ consstent
with the Commission’ sinterpretation of ‘directory listing' as used in section 251(b)(3), the term ‘white
pages in section 271(c)(2)(B)(viii) refersto the loca dphabeticd directory that includes the resdentia
and business listings of the customers of the local exchange provider.”**” The Commission further
concluded, “the term ‘directory listing,” as used in this section, includes, at a minimum, the subscriber’s
name, address, telephone number, or any combination thereof.”** The Commission’s Second

1L 47 CF.R. §51.217(C)(3)(ii); Local Competition Second Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 19460-61, paras. 141-44;
Implementation of the Telecommunications Act of 1996: Telecommunications Carriers’ Use of Customer
Proprietary Network Information and Other Customer Information, |mplementation of the Local Competition
Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Provision of Directory Listing Information Under the
Communications Act of 1934, as amended, Third Report and Order, Second Order on Reconsideration, and Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking, 14 FCC Red 15550, 15630-31, paras. 152-54 (1999); Provision of Directory Listing Information
Under the Conmunications Act of 1934, as amended, First Report and Order, 16 FCC Rcd 2736, 2743-51 (2001).

192 UNE Remand Order, 15 FCC Red at 3891-92, paras. 441-42.

% UNE Remand Order, 15 FCC Red at 3905, para. 470; see generally 47 U.S.C. §§ 251-52; see also 47 U.SC. §
252(d)(1)(A)(i) (requiring UNE rates to be “based on the cost (determined without reference to a rate-of-return or
other rate-based proceeding) of providing the ... network element”).

1% UNE Remand Order, 15 FCC Red at 3905-06, paras. 470-73; see also 47 U.S.C. §§ 201(b), 202(a).
9547 U.S.C. § 271(c)(2)(B)(viii).

% 1d. § 251(b)(3).

97 Second Bell South Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20748, para. 255.

% 1d. Inthe Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, the Commission stated that the definition of “directory listing”
was synonymous with the definition of “subscriber list information.” 1d. at 20747 (citing the Local Competition
Second Report and Order, 11 FCC Red a 19458-59). However, the Commission’ s decision in alater proceeding
obviates this comparison, and supports the definition of directory listing delineated above. See Implementation of
(continued....)
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BellSouth Louisiana Order also hdd that a BOC satisfies the requirements of checklist item 8 by
demondtrating that it: (1) provided nondiscriminatory appearance and integration of white page
directory listings to competitive LECs customers; and (2) provided white page listings for competitors
customers with the same accuracy and reliability that it provides its own customers.™®

l. Checklist Item 9 — Numbering Adminigtration

61.  Section 271(c)(2)(B)(ix) of the 1996 Act requiresaBOC to provide
“nondiscriminatory access to telephone numbers for assgnment to the other carrier’ s telephone
exchange sarvice customers” until “the date by which telecommunications numbering adminigtration,
guidelines, plan, or rules are established.”” The checklist mandates compliance with “such guiddines,
plan, or rules’ after they have been established. ™ A BOC must demondtrate that it adheres to industry
numbering adminigration guiddines and Commission rules®*

J. Checklist Item 10 — Databases and Associated Signaling

62.  Section 271(c)(2)(B)(x) of the 1996 Act requires aBOC to provide “ nondiscriminatory
access to databases and associated sSgnaling necessary for call routing and completion.”” In the
Second Bell South Louisiana Order, the Commission required Bell South to demonstrate thet it
provided requesting carriers with nondiscriminatory accessto: “(1) signding networks, including
sgnding links and signding trangfer points; (2) certain call-rel ated databases necessary for call routing
and completion, or in the dternative, a means of physical accessto the sgnaling trandfer point linked to
the unbundled database; and (3) Service Management Systems (SMS).” ** The Commission dso
required Bell South to design, create, test, and deploy Advanced Intelligent Network (AIN) based
sarvices at the SM S through a Service Cresetion Environment (SCE).** In the Local Competition
(Continued from previous page)
the Telecommunications Carriers’ Use of Customer Proprietary Network Information and Other Customer
Information, CC Docket No. 96-115, Third Report and Order; Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of
the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-98, Second Order on Reconsideration; Provision of

Directory Listing Information under the Telecommunications Act of 1934, As Amended, CC Docket No. 99-273, FCC
99-227, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, para. 160 (rel. Sept. 9, 1999).

199 | d
20 47U.SC. 8§ 271(c)(Q(B)(iX).
201 | d

%2 gee Second Bell South Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20752; see also Numbering Resour ce Optimi zation,
Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 15 FCC Red 7574 (2000); Numbering Resource
Optimization, Second Report and Order, Order on Reconsideration in CC Docket No. 99-200 and Second Further
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in CC Docket No. 99-200, CC Docket Nos. 96-98; 99-200 (rel. Dec. 29, 2000);
Numbering Resour ce Optimization, Third Report and Order and Second Order on Reconsideration in CC Docket No.
96-98 and CC Docket No. 99-200 (rel. Dec. 28, 2001).

2% 47U.SC. §271(0)(Q(B)(X).
% Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20753, para. 267.

2| d. at 20755-56, para. 272.
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First Report and Order, the Commission defined cal-related databases as databases, other than
operations support systems, that are used in sgnaing networks for billing and collection or the
transmission, routing, or other provison of telecommunications service®® At that time the Commisson
required incumbent LECs to provide unbundled access to their cal-related databases, including but not
limited to: the Line Information Database (LIDB), the Toll Free Calling database, the Local Number
Portability database, and Advanced Intelligent Network databases™’ In the UNE Remand Order, the
Commisson clarified thet the definition of call-related databases “includes, but is not limited to, the
cdling name (CNAM) database, as well asthe 911 and E911 databases.”*®

K. Checklist Item 11 — Number Portability

63. Section 271(c)(2)(B) of the 1996 Act requires a BOC to comply with the number
portability regulations adopted by the Commission pursuant to section 251.%° Section 251(b)(2)
requires al LECs “to provide, to the extent technicaly feasible, number portability in accordance with
requirements prescribed by the Commission.”*° The 1996 Act defines number portability as “the ability
of users of telecommunications services to retain, a the same location, existing teecommunications
numbers without impairment of qudity, reliability, or convenience when switching from one
telecommunications carrier to another.”** In order to prevent the cost of number portability from
thwarting local competition, Congress enacted section 251(e)(2), which requires that “[t]he cost of
egtablishing telecommunications numbering adminigtration arrangements and number portability shal be
borne by dl tdlecommunications carriers on a comptitively neutral basis as determined by the
Commission.”? Pursuant to these statutory provisons, the Commission requires LECsto offer interim
number portability “to the extent technicdly feasble”* The Commission aso requires LECsto
gradualy replace interim number portability with permanent number portability.?* The Commission has

2% | ocal Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 15741, n.1126; UNE Remand Order, 15 FCC Red at
3875, para. 403.

27 |d. at 15741-42, para. 484.

28 UNE Remand Order, 15 FCC Rcd at 3875, para. 403.
%% 47 U.S.C. § 271(0)(2)(B)(xii).

29 1d. at § 251(b)(2).

21 1d. at §153(30).

22 |d. at § 251(€)(2); see also Second Bell South Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20757, para. 274; In the Matter of
Telephone Number Portability, Third Report and Order, 13 FCC Red 11701, 11702-04 (1998) (Third Number
Portability Order); In the Matter of Telephone Number Portability, Fourth Memorandum Opinion and Order on
Reconsideration, 15 FCC Rcd 16459, 16460, 16462-65, paras. 1, 6-9 (1999) (Fourth Number Portability Order).

23 Fourth Number Portability Order, 15 FCC Red at 16465, para. 10; Telephone Number Portability, First Report
and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 11 FCC Rcd 8352, 8409-12, paras. 110-16 (1996) (First Number
Portability Order); see also 47 U.S.C. § 251(b)(2).

2 See 47 CF.R. 88 52.3(b)-(f); Second Bell South Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20758, para. 275; First Number
Portability Order, 11 FCC Rcd at 8355, 8399-8404, paras. 3, 91; Third Number Portability Order, 13 FCC Rcd at
11708-12, paras. 12-16.
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edtablished guiddines for gates to follow in mandating a competitively neutra cost-recovery mechanism
for interim number portability,”® and created a competitively neural cost-recovery mechanism for long-
term number portability.*°

L. Checklist Item 12 — L ocal Dialing Parity

64.  Section 271(c)(2)(B)(xii) requires aBOC to provide “[n]ondiscriminatory accessto
such sarvices or information as are necessary to dlow the requesting carrier to implement locd diding
parity in accordance with the requirements of section 251(b)(3).”*" Section 251(b)(3) imposes upon all
LECs“[t]he duty to provide diding parity to competing providers of telephone exchange service and
telephone toll service with no unreasonable diding delays”*® Section 153(15) of the Act defines
“diding parity” asfollows

[A] person that is not an affiliate of aloca exchange carrier isableto
provide telecommunications services in such a manner that customers
have the ability to route autometicaly, without the use of any access
code, their telecommunications to the telecommunications services
provider of the cusomer’ s designation.*®

65.  Therulesimplementing section 251(b)(3) provide that customers of competing carriers
must be able to did the same number of digits the BOC's customers did to complete alocd telephone
cdl.”® Moreover, customers of competing carriers must not otherwise suffer inferior quality service,
such as unreasonable diding delays, compared to the BOC' s customers.™

M.  Checklist Item 13 — Reciprocal Compensation

> See 47 CFR. §52.29; Second Bell South Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20758, para. 275; First Number
Portability Order, 11 FCC Rcd a 8417-24, paras. 127-40.

1% See 47 CF.R. §852.32, 52.33; Second Bell South Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20758, para. 275; Third Number
Portability Order, 13 FCC Rcd at 11706-07, para. 8; Fourth Number Portability Order at 16464-65, para. 9.

27 Based on the Commission’ s view that section 251(b)(3) does not limit the duty to provide dialing parity to any
particular form of dialing parity (i.e., international, interstate, intrastate, or local), the Commission adopted rulesin
August 1996 to implement broad guidelines and minimum nationwide standards for dialing parity. Local Competition
Second Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 19407; I nter connection Between Local Exchange Carriers and
Commercial Mobile Radio Service Providers, CC Daocket No. 95-185, Further Order On Reconsideration, FCC 99-170
(rel. July 19, 1999).

28 47U.S.C. § 251(b)(3).
29 1d. § 153(15).
20 47 C.F.R §8§51.205, 51.207.

#1  See 47 C.F.R. § 51.207 (requiring same number of digits to be dialed); Local Competition Second Report and
Order, 11 FCC Rcd at 19400, 19403.
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66.  Section 271(c)(2)(B)(xiii) of the Act requires that a BOC enter into “[r]eciproca
compensation arrangements in accordance with the requirements of section 252(d)(2).”# In turn,
pursuant to section 252(d)(2)(A), “a state commission shal not consider the terms and conditions for
reciprocal compensation to be just and reasonable unless (i) such terms and conditions provide for the
mutual and reciprocal recovery by each carrier of costs associated with the transport and termination on
each carrier’ s network facilities of callsthat originate on the network facilities of the other carrier; and
(i1) such terms and conditions determine such costs on the basis of a reasonable gpproximation of the
additiond cogts of terminating such calls™

N. Checklist Item 14 — Resale

67.  Section 271(c)(2)(B)(xiv) of the Act requires a BOC to make “telecommunications
sarvices. . . available for resdle in accordance with the requirements of sections 251(c)(4) and
252(d)(3).”#* Section 251(c)(4)(A) requiresincumbent LECs “to offer for resde a wholesde rates
any telecommuniceations service thet the carrier provides at retail to subscribers who are not
telecommunications carriers.”” Section 252(d)(3) requires state commissons to “determine wholesde
rates on the basis of retail rates charged to subscribers for the telecommunications service requested,
excluding the portion thereof attributable to any marketing, billing, collection, and other costs that will be
avoided by the loca exchange carrier.”?® Section 251(c)(4)(B) prohibits “unreasonable or
discriminatory conditions or limitations” on service resold under section 251(c)(4)(A).*" Consequently,
the Commission concluded in the Local Competition First Report and Order that resde redtrictions
are presumed to be unreasonable unless the LEC proves to the state commission that the redtriction is
reasonable and nondiscriminatory.®®  1f an incumbent LEC makes a service available only to a specific
category of retail subscribers, however, a state commission may prohibit acarrier that obtainsthe
service pursuant to section 251(c)(4)(A) from offering the service to a different category of
subscribers® If a date creates such alimitation, it must do so consistent with requirements established
by the Federd Communications Commission.”® In accordance with sections 271(c)(2)(B)(ii) and

%2 47U.SC. § 271(0)(2)(B)(xiii).

Z21d. 8§ 252(d)(2)(A).

24 1d. 8 271(c)(2)(B)(xiv).

2 1d. § 251(c)(4)(A).

26 1d. § 252(d)(3).

#71d. § 251(c)(4)(B).

8 |_ocal Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 15966, para. 939; 47 C.F.R. § 51.613(b). The Eighth
Circuit acknowledged the Commission’ s authority to promulgate such rules, and specifically upheld the sections of
the Commission’ s rules concerning resale of promotions and discountsinlowa Utilities Board. Iowa Utils. Bd. v.

FCC, 120 F.3d at 818-19, aff'd in part and remanded on other grounds AT& T v. lowa Utils. Bd., 525 U.S. 366 (1999).
Seealso 47 CF.R. §§51.613-51.617.

29 47U.SC. § 251()(4)(B).

230 Id
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271(c)(2)(B)(xiv), aBOC must aso demondtrate that it provides nondiscriminatory access to
operations support syslems for the resale of itsretall tedecommunications services®' The obligations of
section 251(c)(4) apply to the retall telecommunications services offered by a BOC' s advanced
sarvices dfiliate

V. COMPLIANCE WITH SEPARATE AFFILIATE REQUIREMENTS—-SECTION 272

68.  Section 271(d)(3)(B) requires that the Commission shall not approve aBOC's
application to provide interLATA services unless the BOC demonstrates that the “requested
authorization will be carried out in accordance with the requirements of section 272.”>* The
Commission set standards for compliance with section 272 in the Accounting Safeguards Order and
the Non-Accounting Safeguards Order.”* Together, these safeguards discourage and facilitate the
detection of improper cost alocation and cross- subsidization between the BOC and its section 272
dfiliale® In addition, these safeguards ensure that BOCs do not discriminate in favor of their section
272 dffiliaes®

69.  Asthe Commisson gated in the Ameritech Michigan Order, compliance with section
272is"“of crucia importance’ because the structura, transactional, and nondiscrimination safeguards of
section 272 seek to ensure that BOCs compete on aleve playing fiedd.®” The Commisson’sfindings

Al See e.g., Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4046-48, paras. 178-81 (Bell Atlantic provides
nondiscriminatory access to its OSS ordering functions for resale services and therefore provides efficient
competitors a meaningful opportunity to compete).

%2 gee Verizon Connecticut Order, 16 FCC Red 14147, 14160-63, paras. 27-33 (2001); Association of
Communications Enterprisesv. FCC, 235 F.3d 662 (D.C. Cir. 2001).

2 47U.SC. §271(d)(3)(B).

%4 See Implementation of the Accounting Safeguards Under the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No.
96-150, Report and Order, 11 FCC Red 17539 (1996) (Accounting Safeguards Order), Second Order On
Reconsideration, FCC 00-9 (rel. Jan. 18, 2000); Implementation of the Non-Accounting Safeguards of Sections 271
and 272 of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended, CC Docket No. 96-149, First Report and Order and Further
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 11 FCC Red 21905 (1996) (Non-Accounting Safeguards Order), petition for review
pending sub nom. SBC Communicationsv. FCC, No. 97-1118 (filed D.C. Cir. Mar. 6, 1997) (held in abeyance May 7,
1997), First Order on Reconsideration, 12 FCC Red 2297 (1997) (First Order on Reconsideration), Second Order on
Reconsideration, 12 FCC Rcd 8653 (1997) (Second Order on Reconsideration), aff’d sub nom. Bell Atlantic
Telephone Companiesv. FCC, 131 F.3d 1044 (D.C. Cir. 1997), Third Order on Reconsideration, FCC 99-242 (rel. Oct. 4,
1999) (Third Order on Reconsideration).

% Non-Accounting Safeguards Order, 11 FCC Red at 21914; Accounting Safeguards Order, 11 FCC Red at 17550;
Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Rcd at 20725.

%6 Non-Accounting Safeguards Order, 11 FCC Red at 21914, paras. 15-16; Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Rcd
at 20725, para. 346.

=7 Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Red at 20725, para. 346; Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4153,
para. 402.
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regarding section 272 compliance congtitute independent grounds for denying an application.*® Past
and present behavior of the BOC applicant provides “the best indicator of whether [the applicant] will
carry out the requested authorization in compliance with section 272.7%*

VI. COMPLIANCE WITH THE PUBLIC INTEREST — SECTION 271(D)(3)(C)

70. In addition to determining whether a BOC satifies the competitive checklist and will
comply with section 272, Congress directed the Commission to assess whether the requested
authorization would be consistent with the public interest, convenience, and necessity.*® Compliance
with the competitive checklist isitsdf astrong indicator that long distance entry is congstent with the
public interest. This gpproach reflects the Commisson’s many years of experience with the consumer
benefits that flow from competition in telecommunications markets.

71. Nonethdess, the public interest analysisis an independent element of the statutory
checklist and, under norma canons of statutory construction, requires an independent determination.”*
Thus, the Commission views the public interest requirement as an opportunity to review the
circumstances presented by the application to ensure that no other relevant factors exist that would
frugtrate the congressiona intent that markets be open, as required by the competitive checklist, and that
entry will therefore serve the public interest as Congress expected. Among other things, the
Commission may review the loca and long distance markets to ensure that there are not unusud
circumstances that would make entry contrary to the public interest under the particular circumstances

%8 gecond BellSouth Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20785-86, para. 322; Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC
Rcd at 4153, para. 402.

%9 Bell Atlantic New York Order, 15 FCC Red at 4153, para. 402.
20 47U.SC. §271(0)(3)(C).
1 |n addition, Congress specifically rejected an amendment that would have stipulated that full implementation of

the checklist necessarily satisfies the public interest criterion. See Ameritech Michigan Order, 12 FCC Rcd at 20747
at para. 360-66; see also 141 Cong. Rec. S7971, S8043 (June. 8, 1995).
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of the gpplication a issue** Another factor that could be relevant to the analysis is whether the
Commission has sufficient assurance that markets will remain open after grant of the gpplication. While
no one factor is digpogtive in this andyss, the overriding god is to ensure that nothing undermines the
conclusion, based on the Commission’s analysis of checklist compliance, that markets are open to
competition.

#2 gee Second Bell South Louisiana Order, 13 FCC Red at 20805-06, para. 360 (the public interest analysis may
include consideration of “whether approval . . . will foster competition in all relevant telecommunications markets”).
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Statement of
Commissioner Michad J. Copps

Re:  Application by Verizon New England, Inc., Bell Atlantic Communications, Inc. (d/b/a
Verizon Long Distance), NYNEX Long Distance Company (d/b/a Verizon Enterprise
Solutions), Verizon Global Networks, Inc., and Verizon Select Services Inc., for
Authorization to Provide In-Region Inter LATA Services in Vermont (CC Docket No. 02-

7)

| commend the Vermont Board and Verizon for the steps they have taken to open the loca
marketsin Vermont to competition. Today’s decision demonstrates once again that consumersin rura
dates can benefit from the expanded competition contemplated by the Telecommunications Act of
1996.

The mgor issue in this proceeding has been the pricing of network dements, and in particular
the rates for unbundled switching. The Commission grants this gpplication due to the unique
circumstances here. In thisingtance, opponents did not raise these issues with the Vermont Board in the
underlying proceeding, have not subsequently asked the Vermont Board to reeva uate the switching
rates — notwithstanding the expressed willingness of the Vermont Board to do so — and have not
presented adequate evidence in this proceeding to demonstrate that the Vermont Board committed a
clear error. Under these procedura circumstances, | agree that we should grant this application.
Importantly, however, the Commission makes clear in this Order that the pricing decision does not
serve as precedent for other section 271 gpplications. These issues may be presented in future
gpplications and | ook forward to addressing them there on the basis of afuller record.

In addition, we should remain mindful that the grant of a section 271 application is not the end of
the road. This Commisson and our state colleagues must remain vigilant to ensure that parties meet
their obligations under the statute. By taking this shared responsibility serioudy, we can ensure that
consumers continue to regp the benefits of enduring competition as envisioned by Congressin the 1996
Act.



